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 The purpose of this study was to investigate preparatory class instructors’ 
attitudes towards the methods of assessment they are currently using at their 
institutions, and their knowledge about and attitudes towards portfolios as an 
alternative method of assessment.  
 The study was conducted with 386 English instructors from the preparatory 
class programs of 14 Turkish state universities. Data were collected through a four-
part questionnaire including closed-response and Likert-Scale questions. Part A in 
the questionnaire gathered data about the instructors' educational background and 
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teaching experience. Part B investigated what assessment instruments are currently 
used in preparatory class programs and the instructors' attitudes towards them. Part C 
questioned whether instructors have any knowledge about portfolios, and their source 
of information. Part D investigated whether instructors have ever used portfolios, for 
what skills and what their attitudes towards portfolios are.  
The results of the data anlaysis revealed that both the assessment instruments 
the instructors are currently using and portfolios have benefits as well as 
insufficiencies, which emphasizes the significance of using multiple assessment 
methods to achieve effective results. The outcomes also showed that instructors do 
not have adequate knowledge of assessment in some areas such as interpreting the 
assessment results, or the relationship between assessment and instruction, which 
suggests the need for professional training for the instructors in these areas. 
Moreover, the findings highlighted a challenge of portfolio implementation such as 
time demands on instructors, which suggests the need for making some adjustments 
in the preparatory class curricula to achieve effective use of portfolios.      
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 Bu araştırma, devlet üniversitelerindeki hazırlık programlarında çalışan 
İngilizce okutmanlarının kullanmakta oldukları öğrenci performansını değerlendirme 
araçlarına karşı tutumlarını ve alternatif bir değerlendirme yöntemi olarak portföy 
kullanımına yönelik bakış açılarını öğrenmeyi hedeflemiştir. 
 Bu çalışmada, 14 devlet üniversitesinin hazırlık programlarında görevli 386 
okutman yer almıştır. Veri toplama işlemi dört bölümden oluşan ve içerisinde kapalı-
yanıt ile Likert-Ölçeği tipinde sorular bulunan bir anketle yapılmıştır.  
 Anketin A bölümü aracılığıyla okutmanların eğitim durumu ve öğretmenlik 
tecrübeleri hakkında bilgi edinilmiştir. B bölümü, hazırlık programlarında kullanılan 
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performans değerlendirme araçları ve okutmanların bu araçlara karşı tutumlarını 
araştırmıştır. C bölümü, okutmanların portföyler hakkındaki bilgilerini ve bilgilerinin 
kaynağını bulmaya yöneliktir. D bölümü aracılığıyla ise okutmanların portföyleri 
kullanıp kullanmadıkları ve portföy değerlendirmesine yönelik bakış açıları 
araştırılmıştır.  
 Sonuçlar, hem hazırlık programlarında halen kullanılmakta olan performans 
değerlendirme araçlarının hem de portföylerin faydaları olduğu kadar eksikliklerinin 
de olduğunu göstermiştir. Bu durum, etkin değerlendirme sonuçları elde etmek için 
farklı yöntemlerin birarada kullanılması gerektiğinin altını çizmiştir. Ayrıca, 
okutmanların bazı alanlarda (örneğin: değerlendirme sonuçlarının yorumlanması ve 
değerlendirme ile öğretme arasındaki ilişkinin farkındalığı) yeterli bilgiye sahip 
olmadıkları görülmüştür. Bu durum, ilgili alanlarda okutmanların profesyonel bir 
eğitime ihtiyaç duyabileceğini ortaya koymuştur. Ek olarak, portföylerin 
okutmanlara yükleyebileceği ekstra iş ve zaman gibi zorluklar, hazırlık 
programlarının müfredatında bazı değişikliklerin yapılmasının gerekebileceği 
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As an alternative to traditional methods of assessment, portfolios are 
becoming widespread in English as a Second Language (ESL) contexts, primary and 
secondary education, language arts classes in schools and composition programs in 
colleges in the USA (Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000a; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). 
Portfolios may be defined as the collection of student work with the intent of 
displaying students’ progress and outcomes overtime in one or more skills or areas. 
The portfolio should engage students in reflecting on and assessing their own work, 
done both individually and collaboratively. (Paulson, Paulson & Meyer, 1991; Wolf 
& Siu-Runyan, 1996; Gillespie, Gillespie & Leavell, 1996).  
In spite of their popularity in the USA, the use of portfolios as an alternative 
assessment tool is infrequent in Turkey. The reason why they are not common might 
be threefold: teachers, university instructors and/or administrators might find the 
current methods of assessment at their institutions sufficient; they might not have 
adequate knowledge about portfolios as an assessment tool, or there might be other 
concerns related to the use of portfolios.  
The present study is an attempt to identify possible reasons why portfolios are 
not common in the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context in Turkey, 
specifically in state university preparatory class programs. The study focuses on state 
university preparatory class EFL instructors’ attitudes towards the assessment 
methods they are currently using, and their knowledge about and attitudes towards 




Background of the Study 
Since the 1970s, theories of learning and teaching have undergone changes, 
reconceptualized through research. Psychological theories, especially constructivism, 
which is grounded in the work of Piaget, Vygotsky and Bruner have made a great 
contribution to this change (Anderson, 1998). In constructivism, it is claimed that 
“we as human beings have no access to an objective reality since we are constructing 
our version of it, while at the same time transforming it and ourselves” (Fosnot, 
1996, p. 23). Although this philosophy is not directly related to grading, it has some 
implications for assessment (Anderson, 1998). From the definition of constructivism, 
it can be understood that knowledge is not obtained through rote-learning alone but is 
a process of construction and transformation. These reconceptualizations of 
knowledge, instruction and assessment have led to some criticisms of traditionally 
used assessment methods, such as tests consisting of multiple-choice, matching, true-
false, fill-in-the-blanks and short answer types of test items which require students to 
use none or limited productive language. According to Resnick and Klopher, “‘fill in 
the bubble’ or multiple choice tests do not represent recent improvements in our 
understanding of what and how students learn” (as cited in O’Malley & Pierce, 1996, 
p. 2). These types of tests are not useful for collecting the different kinds of 
information, and are not seen to be sufficient to assess complex and varied student 
learning (Aschaber, 1991; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; Huerta-Macias, 
1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). Instruction and assessment must complement the 
complex nature of knowledge and take place in a form that makes the process of 
knowledge construction and transformation observable to some extent.  
  These criticisms have caused a rapid expansion of interest in alternatives to 
traditional methods of assessment in language education in recent years. Portfolios, 
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one of the alternative methods of assessment, have come to the fore as a likely 
solution to the problems mentioned above. Portfolios make the assessment of the 
multiple dimensions of language learning on a day-to-day basis possible and bring 
variety into classrooms (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Smolen, Newman, Tracey, Wathen 
& Lee, 1995). Moreover, Paulson, Paulson & Meyer (1991) claim that they are like 
windows into individual minds, thereby revealing a lot about their creators. They 
have the potential to permit students to demonstrate the multidimensional aspects of 
what they have learned (Anderson, 1998; Cole, Ryan, Kick, & Mathies, 2000; 
Paulson et al., 1991; Smolen et al., 1995). This power of portfolios enables teachers 
to assess students’ performance on different levels, such as application and 
interpretation, and in various skills or areas. Murphy and Camp claim that “portfolios 
become an integral part of instructional process rather than a discrete, separate 
activity” (as cited in Weigle, 2002, p. 205), so they make the ongoing analysis of 
goals and objectives of the instructional process possible. In this way, any 
mismatches among goals, objectives, instruction and finally the assessment can be 
pinpointed and necessary modifications can be made. In classrooms where portfolios 
are used, the student is no longer a passive absorber of knowledge but a critical 
thinker who analyzes and applies facts rather than just repeating them. This new 
concept of student role will naturally be related to changes in instruction as well. 
Portfolio assessment highlights this change, and portfolios as innovations in 
assessment might contribute to the solution of the aforementioned problems related 
to the traditional ways of assessment. 
Statement of the Problem 
 There is a lot of importance placed on alternative assessment through 
portfolios in the literature. However, it is difficult to find studies on portfolio 
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implementation or teacher attitudes towards portfolio assessment, particularly in EFL 
contexts. Therefore, this research might be beneficial by filling in this gap in the 
literature at a global level. 
In Turkey, there have been limited attempts to implement portfolios in 
primary, secondary and tertiary education. In fact, Turkey takes part in the European 
Project (ELP) in which individual member states are all encouraged to develop their 
own portfolio models meeting the language proficiency criteria outlined in the 
‘Common European Framework of Reference: Learning, teaching, assessment’ 
(Weigle, 2002). A doctoral student working on the project has told of some efforts 
related to European Language Portfolio implementation at high school level have 
been made by the Turkish Ministry of Education (Egel, personal communication). 
Additionally, at the university level, Hacettepe University launched portfolio 
implementation in its preparatory class program last year (Subaşı-Dinçman, 2002). 
Portfolios are also being used in writing classes at Bilkent University School of 
English Language.  
In spite of this interest in portfolios, their use is still not common in Turkey, 
particularly at preparatory classes which are the main concern of this thesis. The 
reasons why they are not common might be as follows: The instructors could find the 
current methods of assessment at their institutions satisfactory; they might not find 
the current method satisfactory, but may be totally unaware of the existence of such 
an alternative method; they might already be familiar with the method but have some 
kind of distrust in the effectiveness of it. Therefore, focusing on instructors’ points of 
view, this study aims to address the possibilities listed above and present state 
university preparatory class instructors’ knowledge about and attitudes towards 
portfolios as an alternative assessment method.  
 5 
      
Research Questions 
 This study will explore the following research questions: 
1. To what extent do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors find 
the methods of assessment they are currently using satisfactory?  
2. What are the attitudes of the instructors’ towards the assessment instruments 
they are currently using? 
3. What do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors know about 
portfolios as an alternative assessment method? 
4. Have they ever implemented portfolio assessment?  
a. If, no: Why have they not ever implemented portfolios? 
b. If, yes: For what skills did they use portfolios? 
5. What are the attitudes of those instructors who have implemented portfolios     
             towards portfolio assessment? 
Significance of the Problem 
Portfolios have the potential to improve the existing system at preparatory 
classes in Turkey because, as Gillespie et al. (1996) state, they may improve the 
match between instruction and assessment, thereby leading to a more coherent 
curriculum. However, for any portfolio assessment to be successful, it is necessary to 
be able to identify instructors’ atitudes towards and knowledge about portfolios. If 
instructors do not internalize or accept portfolio assessment as necessary, there could 
be problems when this method is applied, no matter how much importance the 
literature gives to it. Abruscato effectively expresses the significance of teacher 




Teachers hold the key to continued use of portfolio 
assessment, and the long term of success of portfolio 
assessment will depend on whether the teachers 
involved believe that it is important, useful and capable 
of being implemented efficiently. The real challenge to 
the success of the portfolio system will be the support 
of teachers. (as cited in Gillespie et al, 1996, p. 487) 
  
Presenting a portrait of the overall assessment situation in preparatory classes 
in Turkey, this study might be useful for EFL instructors, program administrators and 
curriculum developers who are considering or already implementing portfolio 
assessment in the preparatory programs at their institutions. The results of the study 
may help them not only identify potential problems in the existing assesment systems 
in their institutions but also foresee the possible problems which might occur during 
the implementation stage of portfolio assessment because of the instructors’ general 
attitudes or lack of knowledge. Thus, all parties in the target school or program can 
make necessary modifications related to portfolios, in-service training, or to new 
policies before actually putting this alternative method, portfolios, into practice. 
Key Terms 
The six concepts at the heart of this thesis, traditional assessment, alternative 
assessment, portfolio, self-assessment, self-reflection and accountability are 
explained further in this section. 
Traditional assessment: Assessing student performance with tests consisting of 
selected response test items (e.g., multiple choice, true-false, matching), or 
constructed response test items (e.g., fill-in, short answer) which require students to 
select from a set of options, or produce limited performance.  
Alternative assessment:  Performance or personal response assessments such as role 
plays, group discussions, portfolios which attempt to assess student performance 
directly and require students to show what they really know. 
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Portfolio: Portfolios may be defined as the collection of student work with the intent 
of displaying students’ progress and outcomes overtime in one or more skill or areas. 
The portfolio should engage students in reflecting on and assessing their own work, 
done both individually and collaboratively. (Gillespie, Gillespie & Leavell, 1996; 
Paulson, Paulson & Meyer, 1991; Wolf & Siu-Runyan, 1996).  
Self-assessment: A process in which students examine both production and process 
of their learning by setting criteria for achievement, applying it into their 
performance, setting some learning goals for themselves and working towards these 
goals (O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). 
Self-reflection: An introspective act in which students examine both production and 
processes of their learning, and express their emotions and thoughts about what they 
are learning (Johnson & Rose, 1997). 
Accountability: A requirement of language tests that they be answerable to the 
interests and needs of taking them (McNamara, 2000, p.131). 
Conclusion 
 The aim of this chapter was to introduce the study by providing background 
information, explaining the purposes of the study and its potential value.  
 In Chapter 2, the theoretical background of the study will be presented in 
light of the information obtained from the review of literature on assessment in 
general and portfolios in particular. In Chapter 3, information concerning the 
methodology of the study will be presented under the following headings: 
participants, materials and instruments, procedures and data analysis. In Chapter 4, 
detailed data analysis results of the study will be presented. Finally, in Chapter 5, 
research findings will be summarized in accordance with the research questions. 
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Additionally, this chapter covers pedagogical implications, suggestions for further 









































REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This study attempts to identify possible reasons why portfolios are not 
common in state university preparatory class programs in Turkey. The study focuses 
on state university preparatory class EFL instructors’ attitudes towards the 
assessment methods they are currently using, and their knowledge about and 
attitudes towards portfolios as an alternative method of assessment.   
This chapter reviews the literature on assessment, traditional and alternative 
assesment, portfolios as an alternative method of assesment, and studies on 
portfolios.  
Assessment 
Assessment plays a considerable role in education; acccording to Lambert 
and Lines (2000), "it is an organic part of teaching and learning" (p. 2). Assessments 
can vary according to their purposes and method of data collection (Airasian, 2000). 
Purposes can be defined broadly as formative or summative or more specifically in 
relation to different stakeholders in the educational process such as administrators, 
teachers and students. Brown and Hudson (1998) further provide a framework 
dividing methods of assessment into selected-response, constructed response, and 
personal response assessments. 
General purposes of assessment 
Assessment serves to make decisions on measuring learner proficiency, 
placing students in appropriate classes according to their language proficiency, 
measuring the degree of student progress, and diagnosing student knowledge of a 
subject before the subject itself is taught (Brown, 1995; Gronlund, 1998; Short, 
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1993). These classical purposes of assessment — proficiency, placement, 
achievement, and diagnostic — can be considered in two broad categories: formative 
and summative assessment (Airasian, 2000; Black, 1999; Gronlund, 1998).  
 Formative assessment occurs during the educational process and is 
concerned with the short term collection of learning evidence, monitoring and 
guiding a process mainly in day-to-day classroom practice. Achievement and 
diagnostic assessments are forms of formative assessment. Formative assessment 
usually occurs in the form of quizzes, unit tests, informal observations, homework, 
pupil questions, worksheets, or periodic assessment of a product, such as a writing 
sample (Airasian, 2000; Black, 1999; Gronlund, 1998).  
Summative assessment, on the other hand, judges the achievement of a 
process at its completion for reporting or reviewing purposes. The results of 
summative assessment are usually used for judging the success of individual teachers 
or schools as a whole, or grading students. For summative assessment, formal tests, 
projects, and term papers are used. Assessments measuring student proficiency and 
placing them into approriate levels are forms of summative assessment (Airasian, 
2000; Black, 1999; Gronlund, 1998).  
Assessment purposes specific to individual stakeholders 
Assessment is important for all participants of educational process: 
administrators, teachers, and students as well. According to Maki, “assessment is a 
means of discovering – both inside and outside of the classroom – what, how, when, 
and which students learn and develop an institution’s expected learning outcomes” 
(2003b, p.1). In this way, administrators can benefit from the assessment results. 
They can  identify program strengths and weaknesses, designate program priorities, 
plan and improve programs (Dietel, Herman & Knuth, 1991). 
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Taking the issue from the teachers’ perspective, Airasian (2000) defines 
assessment as “the collection, synthesis, and interpretation of information to aid the 
teacher in decision making” (p.10). Thus, assessment results can help teachers to 
evaluate the effectiveness of their instruction. They can determine to what extent 
course goals and objectives were realistic, methods and materials of instruction were 
appropriate for the students, and whether learning experiences were sequenced 
properly. Adjustments made in light of these outcomes can create better learning 
opportunities for students (Gronlund, 1998). 
Hancock (1994) emphasizes student factor in the assessment process. 
According to Hancock, assessment is “an ongoing strategy through which student 
learning is not only monitored but by which students are involved in making 
decisions about the degree to which their performance matches their ability” (p.1).   
According to Gronlund (1998) assessment can improve student learning by aiding 
student motivation, leading to retention and transfer of learning, promoting self-
assessment.  
Assessments can aid student motivation by providing feedback about their 
learning, thereby helping them to decide on short-term goals (Gronlund, 1998). 
Bachman and Palmer (1996) claims that the form of feedback given to students 
affects them directly; so, feedback merely in the form of a score should be 
supplemented by additional types of feedback, such as verbal descriptions, that can 
help students to interpret their scores better. Having received meaningful and 
relevant feedback, the students can set learning goals for themselves more easily. 
Assessments can lead to retention and transfer of learning as well. Gronlund 
states that this can happen if the assessments aim at higher level learning outcomes 
including understanding, application and interpretation. In this way, students’ 
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attention will be drawn to the practice and the interpretation of the skills they need to 
develop. If the assessment’s learning outcome is restricted to the lower, knowledge 
level only, the retention and transfer of learning might not occur because the skills, 
applications and interpretations will not be reinforced in practice. 
   If done periodically and supported by sufficient feedback, assessments can 
help students to become aware of their strengths and weaknesses. Students can gain 
insight into what they can and cannot do in general or in a specific skill in various 
areas. Moreover, this feedback can help them to set criteria for achievement and set  
learning goals. Later, applying the criteria to their performances, and working 
towards their learning goals, they can assess both the production and process of their 
learning (O’Malley and Pierce, 1996). 
Qualities of assessment 
Regardless of its purpose, any assessment instrument should have certain 
characteristics such as validity, reliability, fairness and accountability (Airasian, 
2000; Gronlund, 1998; McNamara, 2000).  
Validity is concerned with whether the data collected through assessment 
reflect exactly what the assesment method is intended to assess. Gronlund states that 
“validity refers to the appropriateness and meaningfulness of the inferences we make 
from assessment results for some intended use” (p. 23) Thus, it is not a characteristic 
of the assessment results but of the inferences made out of them. Valid 
interpretations from the assessment results require clear definition of the domain to 
be assessed, clear specification of learning outcomes and assessment tasks prepared 
in accordance with these outcomes.    
Reliability refers to the consistency of assessment information. That is, to be 
reliable, the assessment results should produce accurate representation of the student 
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performance, thereby leading to same results every time it is used to assess the same 
person. Otherwise the results would not render useful interpretations. For this reason, 
reliability is considered to be necessary to obtain valid inferences from the 
assessment results (Brown, 1995; Gronlund, 1998).   
Fairness requires careful preparation and application of assessment 
procedures. As long as the learning outcomes are clearly explained to the students, 
assessment procedures are designed according to the instruction and at the 
appropriate level of student performance, and free from racial or gender biases, the 
assessment is accepted to be fair (Gronlund, 1998).  
Additionally, McNamara (2000) argues that an assessment instrument should 
be answerable to the interests and needs of the ones who are immediately affected by 
the assessment, namely students. According to McNamara, students are rarely 
informed about what is expected from them in the exams they are taking. In fact, 
they should be given detailed information about the content of these exams, and the 
items types. This is a requirement of assessment accountability.  
To achieve these qualities, it is not a matter of choosing one type of 
assessment instrument, but of using a variety of them. In this way, the goal of 
achiving effective decisions concerning student performance and making a more 
comprehensive interpretation of student achivement can be attained because using 
multiple methods it is more likely for the assessment to address unique learning 
outcomes existing in individual instructional contexts (Gronlund, 1998; Maki, 
2003a).   
Data Collection Methods and Instruments of Assessment 
There is a variety in instruments of assessment as well. Brown and Hudson 
(1998) divide the assessment methods mainly into three groups: selected response 
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assessments, constructed response assessments and personal-response assessments. 
These three methods differ largely in the extent to which they demand active 
production of language by students. 
Selected response assessments involve tests composed of test items such as 
true-false, matching, and multiple choice. These type of assessments do not require 
students to create any language but to choose from among a limited set of options. 
These assessments are most appropriate for receptive skills like reading and 
listening. One advantage of these assessments is that their scoring is relatively fast, 
easy and objective. However, these type of assessments are relatively difficult to 
construct as well because of the need to select effective distractors (Brown, 1995).    
Constructed-response (or supply response) test items involve fill-in, short 
answer test items, and fairly traditional performance assessments such as essay 
writing or interviews. Unlike selected response assessment, constructed response 
assessments allow students to produce language, but in a limited amount. These 
assessments are considered to be appropriate for measuring productive skills like 
speaking and writing, yet, they might also be beneficial for observing the interactions 
of receptive and productive skills as well. For example, in a performance assessment, 
a student might read two articles and write a compare and contrast essay. 
 The last group, personal response assessments, cover conferences, self and 
peer assessments, and portfolios (Airasian, 2000; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Gronlund, 
1998). Personal response assessments allow students to actually produce language 
and create opportunity for each student to express him/ herself differently, thereby 
letting them communicate what they like. For this reason, they can be categorized as 
individualized assessments. These assessments are considered to be beneficial 
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because they can be directly integrated into the curriculum and enable teachers to 
assess student learning in a continuous manner throughout the term of instruction. 
 Brown and Hudson’s three different methods of assessment are commonly 
classified under two broad categories: traditional assessments, still most frequently 
used by the teachers all around the world, and alternative assessments, suggested as 
possible replacements or supplements to traditional assessments.  
Traditional Methods of Assessment 
According to Brown and Hudson's (1998) model, traditional methods of 
assessment are selected response assessments consisting tests with true-false, 
matching, multiple choice test items, and constructed response assessments such as 
tests consisting of fill-in and short answer test items, and timed essays.  
Anderson (1998) describes a number of qualities of traditional assessments: 
In traditional assessment, knowledge is accepted as an objective reality that can be 
reached by everyone in the same way; learning is a passive process which involves 
students memorizing the knowledge transfered by the text or instructor; information 
is mastered as pieces, not a whole; student learning is only monitored and students 
are classified and ranked according to the ones ‘who know’ and ‘who do not know’; 
while cognitive abilities are emphasized, students’ attitudes towards the type of 
assessment is neglected; students do not participate in the assessment process, and 
finally, the assistance students might need in accomplishing a task is not taken into 
consideration in assessment.   
As mentioned by Brown and Hudson, in true-false, matching, multiple choice 
tests, students are not required to create any language. For this reason, Herman 
(1992) claims that meaningful learning is not the focus of traditional assessments. 
According to today’s cognitive researchers and theorists, meaningful learning is 
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“reflective, constructive, and self-regulated” (p.5). However, traditional tests, 
selected response items in particular, reduce learning to the “presence or absence of 
discrete bits of information” (Herman, 1992, p.8). What students learn from such 
tests is that for every question, there is a single correct answer and, for every 
problem, a single correct solution, so the student’s task is to concentrate on finding 
this correct answer or solution (Eisner, 1991). 
Traditional methods of assessment have been the focus of some criticisms for 
contradicting the new concept of teaching and assessment framed by cognitive 
research. Educators from different backgrounds have claimed that because traditional 
tests do not require students to use any productive language, they are not useful for 
collecting different kinds of information about individual students, and are not 
sufficient to assess complex and varied student learning. Teachers have expressed the 
need for assessment methods which are more like instructional activities in 
classrooms to aid learning more effectively (Aschaber, 1991; Brown & Hudson, 
1998; Genesee, 2001; Huerta-Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). This 
perceived need has led to a rising interest in alternatives to traditional methods of 
assessment in language education. 
Alternative Assessment 
Alternative assessment can be seen as a reforming movement, away from  
traditional selected response and constructed response assessments to types of 
assessment which may be more sensitive to the goals of curriculum (McNamara, 
2000). Alternative assessment procedures include some performance assessments, 
such as role plays and group discussions, and personal response assessments, such as 
checklists of student behaviors or products, journals, reading logs, videos of role 
plays, audiotapes of discussions, self-evaluation questionnaires, exhibitions, 
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conferences, self and peer assessment questionnaires, and portfolio assessment 
(Brown & Hudson, 1998; Huerta-Macias, 1995; McNamara, 2000).  
According to Hancock (1994) alternative assessment is “the ongoing process 
involving the student and teacher in making judgements about the student’s progress 
in language using non-conventional strategies” (p. 2).There have been several labels 
used to describe the alternatives to traditional methods of assessment. The most 
common labels are ‘direct assessment’, ‘authentic assessment’, ‘performance 
assesment’, while the most generic one is ‘alternative assessment’ (Worthen, 1993). 
Whatever these assessment methods are called, they all share one central feature: 
They are all seen as alternatives to traditional assessment and the problems 
associated with such assessment (Huerta-Macias, 1995; Worthen, 1993). 
Different from traditional assessment, alternative assessment methods tap into 
higher level thinking and problem solving skills, so students are evaluated on what 
they integrate and produce rather than on what they memorize and recall. These 
methods reflect the curriculum being implemented in the classroom, thereby 
allowing students to be assessed on what they normally do in class every day. This 
characteristic enables them to be seen as non-intrusive on regular class activities, and 
to focus on processes as well as products. Therefore, they provide detailed 
information about both strengths and and weakness of each student (Brown & 
Hudson, 1998; Huerta-Macias, 1995). 
Even though alternative assessments are said to represent what they attempt 
to assess and provide favourable classroom assessment opportunities, they inherit a 
set of problems related to practicality, time management, objectivity and 
standardization, reliability and validity.  
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 To administer alternative assessments requires more time than giving pencil 
and paper tests because the scoring is not done by machines but using human 
judgement. The results of a portfolio project conducted by Salinger and Chittenden 
indicated that although teachers thought portfolios were a beneficial experience for 
students and a more friendly mode of testing children, one-third of the teachers 
reported that time management was an issue (as mentioned in Bushman & Schnitker, 
n. d.).  
Apart from time, assuring objectivity and standardization in scoring is another 
problem. Brown and Hudson state these assessments involve subjective scoring and 
are relatively difficult to produce and organize because establishing grading criteria 
is complicated when it is considered that these assessments allow unique student 
performances. These issues make training and the monitoring of scoring processes 
more necessary than in other forms of assesment (McLean & Lockwood, 1996). 
As for reliability and validity, Huerta-Macias, one of the advocates of  
alternative assessments, argues that,  
Alternative assessments are in and of themselves valid, 
due to the direct nature of the assessment. Consistency 
is ensured by the auditability of the procedure (leaving 
evidence of decision making processes), by using 
multiple tasks, by training judges to use clear criteria, 
and by triangulating any decision making process with 
varied sources of data (for example, students, families 
and teachers), Alternative assessment consists of valid 
and reliable procedures that avoid many of the 
problems inherent in traditional testing including 
norming, linguistic, and cultural biases (p. 10). 
  
 Brown and Hudson (1998), on the other hand, articulate their concerns about 
Huerta-Macias’ just cited argument by claiming that such a stance could easily bring 
about “irresponsible decision making” (p. 656). Further, they insist on the necessity 
of sound procedures to ensure the reliability and validity of alternative assessments. 
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According to Brown and Hudson, the strategies listed by Huerta-Macias above are 
important but not enough to prove validity and reliability. They argue that alternative 
assessment procedures must be designed, piloted, analyzed, and revised in the same 
way as all other assessment procedures are. Thus, “the reliability and validity of the 
procedures can be studied, demonstrated, and improved” (p. 656).  
 Worthen also signals some potential problems concerning the alternative 
assessments waiting to be solved, such as training of teachers and reaching 
standardization in scoring. However, he does not hesitate to report that: 
I believe that alternative assessment holds great 
promise. It has the potential to enrich and expand the 
very nature of the information that assessments 
provide. It should be the backbone of assessment 
procedures within individual classrooms. ... Indeed, 
education’s ultimate goals should be directly 
represented in the complex performances selected as 
the alternative assessment tasks (p. 446-447). 
 
Worthen believes that alternative assessment can be an effective method of 
measuring learning as long as it is directly linked to educational goals and supported 
by other assessment methods. One of the methods of alternative assessment, namely 
portfolios, seems to have the potential to serve in such a role. 
Portfolios as an Alternative Method of Assesment 
 Portfolios have been used by professionals such as photographers, artists and 
architects to keep their pieces and sketches in progress in order to display them to 
others. The inspiration of educators by these files can be traced back to late 1980’s. 
The use of portfolios in education as an assessment instrument started with language 
art classess in primary schools and then expanded to higher levels of education 
(Genesee & Upshur, 1996; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). The shift away from 
traditionally used assessments in language classes became the driving force behind 
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the popularity of portfolios as an alternative instrument to assess language 
performance. Portfolios may differ in their purposes, and so exist in various types 
determined by these purposes. Being a form of personal-response assessments, 
portfolios attempt to reflect direct and unique student performance. For this reason, 
they inherit the benefits of individualized assessments, such as fairly easy integration 
of assessment into curriculum, assessing varied student learning, or improving 
learning. On the other hand, portfolios are challenged by the issues alternative 
assessment face in general. These are time demands, need for professional training 
and problems of assessment qualities such as reliability and validity (Brown & 
Hudson, 1998). Because of these challenges, portfolio implementation require 
committed portfolio implementers. 
Purposes of portfolio assessment and other relevant issues 
Similar to assessment methods in general, portfolios vary in purpose. The 
reasons for using portfolios as an assessment instrument can “range from global 
celebration of students’ accomplishments to summative evaluations of student or 
school progress, to content for student and/ or teacher self-reflection, to opportunities 
for formative evaluation” (Herman, Gearhart & Baker, 1993, p. 202). The purpose 
for which portfolios are prepared can determine the structure, content, and process of 
portfolios. In fact, each decision related to one of these elements “represents a point 
along a dimension” (Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000, p. 150), which can be seen in the 
figure below:  
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Authority assessed ◄  self-assessed 
Assessors control    ◄  contents  
Contents                                                                                         open 
 
Assessors control   ◄ context open 
context 
 
(from Hamp-Lyons & Condon, 2000b, p.151) 
Figure 1. Different dimensions to consider in portfolio assessment 
 
The figure shows the dimensions to consider in any portfolio assessment. 
These dimensions can be examined under three categories: who controls the 
assessment, who controls the portfolio contents, and who controls the context in 
which the portfolio is prepared. 
It is important to decide who will make the assessment of portfolios. In the 
figure, it is seen that either an authority, teacher or an outside reader, would make the 
assessment or the students themselves would assess their own performances. Again, 
portfolio contents would either be pre-specified by teacher or an outside assessor, or 
be optionally determined by the students themselves. The place where portfolios are 
prepared can either be controlled by the assessor, usually being the instructional 
atmosphere, the classroom, or the context can be open and students can prepare their 
portfolios at home, for example.  
Such a diversity in options for portfolio assessment leads to different, 
overlapping definitions of portfolios themselves. 
Definitions of Portfolios 
Different definitions of porfolios and portfolio assesment ranging from simple 
to complex exist in the literature. According to Tierney, Carter and Desai (1991), 
“the portfolio is a tangible evidence of accomplishments and skills that must be 
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updated as a person changes and grows” (p. 43). According to Paulson, Paulson, and 
Meyer (1991): 
A portfolio is a purposeful collection of student work 
that exhibits the student’s efforts, progress, and 
achievements in one or more areas. The collection must 
include student participation in selecting contents, the 
criteria for selection, the criteria for judging merit, and 
evidence of student self-reflection. A portfolio provides 
a complex and comprehensive view of student 
performance in context. It is a portfolio when the 
student is a participant in rather than the object of 
assessment. It provides a forum that encourages 
students to develop the abilities needed to become 
independent self-directed learners.  (p. 60-63). 
 
As understood from the definition, portfolio assessment has the potential of 
showing student learning over time and is not a one-shot evaluation of student 
accomplishment. One more elaborate definition of portfolio is provided by Wolf & 
Siu-Runyan (1996): “A portfolio is a selective collection of student work and records 
of progress gathered across diverse contexts over time, framed by reflection and 
enriched through collaboration, that has as its aim the advancement of student 
learning” (p.31). In addition to the notion of collection in portfolios, Wolf & Siu-
Runyan mention variety in contexts. Portfolio contexts can range from kindergartens 
to colleges or universities, from individual classrooms to schoolwide level, from ESL 
to EFL contexts (Hirvela, & Pierson, 2000; Mullin, 1998; O’Malley, & Pierce, 1996;  
Tierney et al, 1991; Weigle, 2002). Results of a study done by Kiernan (2002) reveal 
that portfolio assessment is implementable in a university level, English as a foreign 
language context (EFL) and contributes to the improvement of learners.  
Herman, Gearhart, and Baker’s (1993) argue that even though portfolio is 
simply a collection of student work, the meaning of collection itself can abound in 
diversity, which is apparent in different types of portfolios.  
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Different types of portfolios and portfolio contents 
 There is not one type of portfolio. In fact, Tierney et. al (1991) assert that 
portfolios can take various shapes and forms. The form of a portfolio varies 
according to its purposes (Hirvela & Pierson, 2000; Wolf & Siu-Runyan, 1996). 
Wolf and Siu-Runyan mention three distinct portfolio models: ownership portfolios, 
feedback portfolios, and accountability portfolios.  
An ownership portfolio is a personalized collection of student work which 
displays student’s progress in the target skills and which focuses on student choice 
and self-assessment. The ownership portfolio is loosely structured. It contains 
student-generated records of  progress, and periodic reflections of the student on 
his/her own learning. The only owner and author of the ownership portfolios is the 
student. Ownership portfolios encourage students to “explore, extend, display and 
reflect on their own learning” (p. 33). The purpose of an ownership portfolio is to 
promote student ownership over his/her own learning. In achieving this purpose, it is 
essential that students be encouraged to make decisons about what they want to learn 
and evaluate their own learning. When the continua provided by Hamp-Lyons and 
Condon [Figure 1] is considered, ownership portfolios can be placed on the right end  
because of the importance given to self-assessment and student choice in determining 
the contents and contexts.    
The feedback portfolio is an end-product of cooperative work shared by 
students, teachers, and even other stakeholders in the educational process. For this 
reason, the feedback portfolios fall onto the middle of the Hamp-Lyons and 
Condon’s continua. The main purpose of these portfolios is to guide teachers and 
students in identifying effective instructional and learning strategies by providing a 
comprehensive view of  student learning. Different from ownership portfolios, 
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feedback portfolios include teacher records of student learning, such as observations 
or peer comments, as well as comprehensive collections of student work and 
reflections.  
Accountability portfolios can be placed on the left end of the Hamp-Lyons 
and Condon’s continuum because they are highly structured with externally 
mandated contents which are collected under carefully specified conditions. An 
accountability portfolio is a “selective collection of student work, teacher records, 
and standardized assessments that are submitted by students and teachers according 
to structured guidelines” (p. 33). The main characteristic differentiating 
accountability portfolios from the other portfolio types is the degree of formality and 
strictness in its structure. The primary purposes of these portfolios are to evaluate 
students’ capability and evaluate the program. According to Herman et al. (1993), in 
a large scale assessment, assessment results should be comparable across classroms 
or schools. This requires some standardization of portfolio contents. For this reason, 
accountability portfolios might be beneficial for large scale assessment purposes.  
 Whether it be an ownership portfolio or an accountability portfolio, portfolios 
may include various evidence of student performance in different skill areas, which 
reflect the key tasks and objectives of curriculum and instruction. However, most of 
the researchers in the field agree that writing samples are an essential component of 
portfolio assessment (Gillespie et al, 1996). Such an agreement might raise the 
question of whether there is one appropriate skill for portfolio assessment or not, and 
if this skill is writing.  
The writing samples contained in the portfolio should include at least one 
piece demonstrating the student’s whole writing process from the first draft through 
the final revised one, with the date printed on each draft. In addition to writing 
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samples, porfolios may include classroom tests, quizzes, cloze passages, listening 
assessments, tape recordings of students’ oral reading, recordings of language 
pronunciation, attitude surveys, questionnaires, checklists, audiotapes, videotapes, 
photographs, and special projects (Airasian, 2000; Valerie-Gold, Olson & Deming, 
1991/1992). In addition to these, a portfolio should include a cover letter introducing 
the portfolio, the table of contents, the pre-specified or optional entries, students’ 
self-assessment of their work, self-reflection on their work, and teachers’ feedback 
on students’ performance (Genesee & Upshur, 1996; Gillespie, Ford, Gillespie & 
Leavell, 1996; Hamp-Lyons, & Condon, 2002; Hirvela & Pierson, 2000; Murphy & 
Grant, 1996; Valerie-Gold, Olson & Deming, 1991/1992). Hirvela and Pierson 
(2000) note that it is through self-assessment in which learners evaluate their own 
learning development, that portfolios nurture learning. Other traditional forms of 
assessment, on the other hand, attempt only to measure students’ learning providing 
students and teachers with a score.    
Benefits of Portfolio Assessment 
Both teachers and students can benefit from portfolios in a variety of ways: 
both teachers and students can take part in the assessment process actively, a direct 
match between instruction and assessment can be achieved, instructional 
effectiveness can be evaluated, student learning, motivation, self-assessment and 
collaboration can be promoted.     
Portfolios are said to give back to the teachers their place in the assessment 
process. By using classroom performances, portfolios bring teachers into the 
foreground and put the testing into the teachers’ hands, taking it from those of the 
testing experts (Condon & Hamp-Lyons, 2000b). Additionally portfolios are claimed 
to allow for the integration of assessment and instruction (Paulson et al., 1991; 
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Valeri-Gold et al., 1993). This can be explained, as both Brown & Hudson (1998) 
and Huerta-Macias (1995) claim, by the non-intrusive characteristics of alternative 
assessment methods on regular classroom activities. Further, according to O’Malley 
and Pierce (1996), at the classroom level, portfolios can address both the process and 
product of learning “with a focus not only on the answer to the learning problem but 
also on the ways students approach the problem to solve it” (p. 37). Thus, portfolios 
allow teachers to see a meaningful picture of student growth by providing them with 
information from a variety of tests, tasks, and settings over time, thereby generating 
data to evaluate the effectiveness of instruction as well. 
 Portfolios are said to provide fair grading and insight into students’ 
performance by unmasking the processes of learning which are concealed in 
traditional asssessment methods for students and teachers (Mullin, 1998). Further, 
through students’ self-reflection, teachers can gain insight into individual differences 
in development and can have a deeper understanding of what students really know, 
and which strategies they use (Hirvela & Pierson, 2000).  Later, teachers can use this 
information in portfolio conferences, and improved teacher-student dialogues about 
learning progress can occur.   
As for students, portfolios enable students to see their weaknesses, strengths 
and development over time in different skill areas. Moreover, students can learn how 
to work collaboratively through peer critiques, assume responsibility for their own 
learning, and become independent learners in the process of portfolio assessment 
(Paulson et al., 1991). Further, portfolios involve students in the assesment process 
by requiring them to reflect on their performance and assess their own work. 
According to Hirvela and Pierson (2000), self-reflection and -assessment give 
students a greater sense of ownership of their learning, which can increase their 
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motivation for learning as well and make students more engaged. That students take 
part in the assessment process is extremely important because when students are not 
involved in the assessment process, but allowed merely to respond to the tasks 
assigned by others, they are deprived of the opportunity to learn from the process 
(Murphy & Grant, 1996).  
These benefits of portfolios for students have been emphasized in a study 
conducted to investigate the affect of portfolios on disenchanted adolescents. The 
data gathered from the 21 students taking part in the study revealed that students 
perceived themselves as partners in the portfolio assessment, that they thought that 
setting their own goals was fair, and that they perceived the portfolio process as 
helpful in developing as language learners (Young, Mathews, Kietzman, & 
Westerfield, 1997).  
Challenges of Portfolio Assessment 
 Portfolio assessment is said to be challenging as well as promising for all 
educational contexts. The challenges of portfolios can be examined under four 
headings: time demands, need for professional training, design decision issues, and 
assessment qualities, such as reliability and validity. 
The greatest challenge of portfolio assessment is related to time. Portfolio 
assessment tends to increase the workload for teachers. This is found to be 
unsurprising when eliciting, collecting, handling, judging and scoring portfolios are 
considered (Larson, 1996; Mullin, 1998; Gottlieb, 2000). As Brown and Hudson 
mention, while reading and rating the portfolios on a regular basis throughout the 
year, the teachers also help students develop their portfolios. This also increases the 
amount of time needed for portfolio implementation. In fact, Subaşı-Dinçman’s 
(2002) study indicated that majority of the instructors taking part in her study agreed 
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that portfolio assessment increased their workload, and this time demand of 
portfolios, according to the researcher, might be a reason for their not grading 
portfolios at all.   
Gottlieb (2000) emphasizes the necessity of sustained professional 
development for teachers and administrators to support portfolio implementation. A 
study conducted by Johns and Van Leirsburg (1992) on teacher attitudes towards 
portfolio assessment indicates that teachers who have had portfolio training and 
experience in implementation of portfolios tend to be more favourable toward 
portfolios as an assessment tool than teachers who have no training and experience.  
Training the instructors is not only important to affect the instructors’ 
attitudes towards portfolios positively, but also to provide the instructors with 
necessary information for guiding the students in portfolio assessment. As mentioned 
before, portfolios encourage student independence and responsibility over their own 
learning. However, as Moje et al. Claim, independence and responsibility do not 
occur automatically; they are skills to be learned just as reading, writing or any other 
skill (as cited in Gillespie, Ford, Gillespie & Leavell, 1996). For this reason,  
instructors need professional assistance on how to guide students to become more 
independent and active learners.    
In addition to the problems caused by inadequate training, portfolios may 
lend temselves to controversies concerning design decision issues as well. Design 
decisions involve reaching agreement on portfolio contents and grading criteria 
(Brown & Hudson, 1998). All the design decision dimensions in portfolio 
assessment, as seen in Figure 1, will have an impact on these two areas: What 
contents will be included (e.g., drafts or final copies only) and who will determine 
them (teachers, students, or some other source). The forms of judgement, whether 
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there will be grades, analytic or holistic scoring, or only teacher commentary, are  
problematic. Further, who will determine the grading criteria, and how they will be 
established are also matters of issue.  
 When assessment qualities are concerned, portfolios might be challenged by 
one of their major strengths. As Hamp-Lyons (1996) puts it, the variability of tasks, 
assignments and procedures within a single portfolio assessment makes it difficult to 
establish firm criteria or scoring standards. Being environmentally sensitive and 
reflecting each student’s unique performance, portfolio assessment can be vulnerable 
to validity and reliability concerns. Moya and O’Malley (1994) also base the 
difficulty of establishing validity and reliability of portfolios on their qualitative 
nature.  
Reliability in portfolio assessment involves ensuring standardization and 
encouraging objectivity in the rating and grading process. Validity, on the other 
hand, is about determining how adequately portfolios exemplify students’ work, 
development and abilities, and whether portfolio purposes and the decisions made 
according to these purposes match (Brown & Hudson, 1998). Moya and O’Malley 
(1994) articulate the need for multiple judges, careful planning, proper training of 
raters and triangulation of objective and subjective sources of information for 
reaching validity and reliability in  portfolio assessment.  
A study conducted by Gussie and Wright (1999) to evaluate the effectiveness 
of portfolio assessment programs in K-8 School Districts in New Jersey, USA 
highlighted the significance of valid and reliable portfolio assessment, and 
professional training. The study compared the opinions of 262 teachers and 109 
administrators concerning their beliefs about the use of portfolio assessment and 
actual practices in their districts. Even though teachers and administrators articulated 
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positive views concerning portfolio implementation for staff, students and parents, 
actual practices were not found to be as expected. The reasons for this mismatch 
were based on unclearly specified portfolio contents, poorly identified scoring 
rubrics, and inadequate training and support for the staff. Facing such challenges is 
not an easy task and requires extraordinary commitment from portfolio practitioners.     
Value of Commitment in Portfolio Assessment 
Portfolio implementation supports growth on the part of all participants and 
helps them to understand the meaning of changes occuring within the context of the 
school and learning (Johnson and Rose, 1997). However, the challenges of portfolio 
assessment reveal the importance of building a base of support with teachers and 
administrators before implementing such a change (Gussie and Wright, 1999). For 
changes to be successful, stakeholders’ beliefs should be listened to, the strengths 
and weaknesses of the current assessment program should be evaluated, and 
purposes of the assessment program should be clarified so that a common vision can 
be agreed upon (Doyle & Pimentel, 1993).  
Among the stakeholders, teachers hold the significant place because 
assessment cannot not simply be added to teachers’ curriculum and instruction, it is 
closely related to what teachers value, what they teach, the amount of freedom they 
give to students, and what teachers assume they are responsible for measuring 
(Martin-Kniep, Cunningham, & Feige, 1998). Larson (1996) notes that teachers must 
be willing to put changes into practice. For this reason, teacher commitment is highly 
significant in portfolio assessment. If teachers believe in the value of portfolios, they 
will agree to accept the challenges that portfolio evaluation will create. In fact, 
Worthen (1993) claims that in any alternative method of assessment, competent and 
fully committed teachers are required. Otherwise, the endeavor will fail. 
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Conclusion 
 This chapter reviewed the literature on assessment, traditional and alternative 
assessment, portfolios as an alternative assessment and studies on portfolios. 
 In the following chapter, the information related to participants taking part in 
this research, materials and instruments used to collect data, procedures followed 




















CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
  This research is an exploratory study whose focus is on Turkish state 
university preparatory class instructors’ attitudes towards portfolios as an alternative 
method of assessment.  The study attempts to investigate the preparatory class 
instructors’ attitudes towards the methods of assessment they are currently using at 
their institutions, and their knowledge about and attitudes towards portfolios as an 
alternative method of assessment.  
This study addressed the following research questions: 
1. To what extent do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors find 
the methods of assessment they are currently using satisfactory?  
2. What are the attitudes of the instructors' towards the assessment instruments 
they are currently using? 
3. What do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors know about 
portfolios as an alternative assessment method? 
4. Have they ever implemented portfolio assessment?  
a. If, no: Why have they not ever implemented portfolios? 
b. If, yes: For what skills did they use portfolios? 
5. What are the attitudes of those instructors who have implemented portfolios          
            towards portfolio assessment? 







This study was conducted in the preparatory class programs of 14 state 
universities. The participants are the English instructors working in the preparatory 
class programs of the following state universities: Middle East Technical University, 
Gazi University, and Hacettepe University in Ankara; Akdeniz University in 
Antalya; Osmangazi University and Anadolu University in Eskişehir; Karadeniz 
Teknik University in Trabzon; Kocaeli University in İzmit; 18 Mart University in 
Çanakkale; Boğaziçi University and Yıldız Teknik University in İstanbul; Dokuz 
Eylül University in İzmir; Muğla University in Muğla, and Çukurova University in 
Adana. 
I chose to conduct the study at state universities with preparatory class 
instructors because state universities outnumber the private universities, so I can 
gather more data, thereby providing the opportunity to portray a more complete 
picture of the issues in question. Preparatory class instructors constitute the 
participants because as the researcher I am one of these instructors, so the study will 
be relevant to my local context as well.  
In this study, 386 English instructors working in preparatory class programs 
took part. The distribution of the participants according to university can be seen in 
the Table 1 below. The percentages presented in the table are of the total number of 
questionnaires returned. Because of different return rates, these figures do not reflect 







The Distribution of the Participants According to University 
 Frequency Percent 
Middle East Technical University 37 9.6 
Gazi University 45 11.7 
Akdeniz University 10 2.6 
18 Mart University 8 2.1 
Kocaeli University 26 6.7 
Anadolu University 53 13.7 
Osmangazi University 18 4.7 
Muğla University 9 2.3 
Hacettepe University 30 7.8 
Yıldız Technical  University 21 5.4 
9 Eylül University 63 16.3 
Karadeniz Technical University 17 4.4 
Boğazici University 14 3.6 
Çukurova University 35 9.1 
Total 386 100.0 
 
Questions in section A2 of the questionnaire collected data about the 
educational backgrounds of the instructors. Table 2 below presents the information 
obtained.  
Table 2 
Educational Background of the Participants 
DISCIPLINES BA MA Ph.D. TOTAL 
English Language  
Teaching 
182 86 12 280  
Linguistics 7 7  14 
Translation & Interpretation 4 4 1 9 
English Language 
and Literature 
55 10 2 67 
American Language and Literature 10 3 2 15 
Other 11 20 2  
TOTAL 269 130 19  
Certificate and Diploma Programs 
DOTE 5    
COTE 18    
Other 48    
TOTAL 71    
 Note.  DOTE: Diploma of Teaching English; COTE: Certificate of Teaching English 
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 The portrait of the instructors’ educational background revealed that English 
Language Teaching graduates are the dominant community in the field. As seen in 
the table, the majority of the instructors are English Language Teaching graduates 
and studied the same major during their Master’s and Doctoral education.  
 Section A1 of the questionnaire collected information about the teaching 
experience of the participants which can be seen in Table 3 below. 
Table 3 
Teaching Experience of The Instructors 
 
Years of Teaching  
Experience     
Frequency 
Less than one year  48 
1-4 years 107 
5-8 years 91 
9-12 years 43 
13-16 years 44 
17-20 years 31 




 The frequency analysis revealed that the plurality of the instructors have been 
in the field between 1 and 4 years. The second largest group has been in the field 
between 5 and 8 years.  
 A sub-group of instructors who have used portfolios was identified as part of 










Gazi University 2 





Middle East Technical 9 
Yıldız Technical 6 
Dokuz Eylül 2 
Boğazici University 1 
Çukurova University 2 
Total 37 
 
Materials and Instruments 
In this study data were collected through a questionnaire. A questionnaire was 
selected as the research tool for this study because the researcher attempted to obtain 
data from a large population in a limited amount of time. As Dörnyei (2003) states, 
“questionnaires uniquely capable of gathering a large amount of information quickly 
in a form that is readily processable” (p.1).  
The questionnaire items were written following a detailed review of the 
literature on assessment, traditional and alternative methods of assessment, and 
portfolios as an alternative method of assessment. The organization of the items was 
shaped by the sequence of the research questions. The four-part questionnaire 
included various types of closed response questions: yes/ no, multiple response 
(multiple selections can be made among the provided options), and multiple choice 
(one option can be selected among the provided options) questions, as well as Likert-
Scale questions. Table 5 presents a summary of the structure of the questionnaire and 




The structure of the questionnaire    
PARTS (Questions) PURPOSES QUESTION 
TYPES 
Part A  
(Questions 1-2) 
Demographic data about the instructors’ 
educational background and teaching 
experience 
M-C 
   
Part B1 Assessment instruments the instructors are 
currently using 
M-R 
   
PART B2 The instructors’ attitudes towards the 
assessment instruments they are currently 
using 
L-S 
   
PART C  
 
The instructors’ knowledge of portfolios  
(Question 1) Whether the instructors have any 
information about portfolios 
Y/ N  
(Question 2) The instructors’ source of knowledge M-R 
(Question 3) Skills and areas to assess through portfolios M-R 




(Question 1) Whether the instructors have used portfolios. Y/N  





Skills and areas for which the instructors 
used portfolios as an assessment instrument 
M-R 
(Questions 4-23) Attitudes of the instructors towards 
portfolios as an assessment instrument 
L-S 
Note. M-C = Multiple-Choice; M-R = Multiple-Response; L-S = Likert-Scale; Y/N = Yes/No;   
 
   
In Part A, the goal was to obtain demographic data. This part consisted of  
three questions investigating the years of instructors’ teaching experience, their level 
of education and the courses they teach at their institutions. However the multiple 
response analysis of the courses taught by the instructors did not reveal clear 
information, but rather a messy picture because most of the instructors teach a 
variety of courses. For this reason, these results were not reported.   
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Part B addressed instructors’ attitudes towards the current type of assessment 
in their program. Eight closed response questions (Part B1) investigating the 
assessment instruments used by instructors in their programs, and fifteen Likert-
Scale type of questions (Part B2) exploring instructors’ attitudes towards the 
aforementioned instruments were asked.  
Part C gathered data about instructors’ knowledge of portfolio assessment, 
through the following questions: Do instructors have any knowledge about portfolio 
assessment?; If yes, where did they obtain this information?; For what skills do they 
think portfolios are used?; and what do they believe a portfolio includes?  
Part D consisted of  closed response (D1, D2, D3), and Likert-Scale type (D4 
through D23) items which addressed the following questions respectively: Has the 
instructor ever used portfolios in his/her classes? If no, what are the reasons?, If yes, 
for what skills has s/he used portfolios? What are the attitudes of the instructors 
towards portfolios as an assesment tool.  
The first fourteen questions of Part B2 (B2.1- B2.14) and questions D4 through 
D17 were designed in a parallel fashion in order to allow comparison of the 
instructors’ attitudes towards the methods of assessment they are currently using and 
portfolios.  
Procedures 
 Having determined the research questions and the intended population, a 
questionnaire was considered to be the most appropriate instrument for collecting 
data. First, I prepared questions in English in light of the literature review. After 
feedback from my advisor, necessary changes were made. As a second step, I  
translated the questions into Turkish. Three MA TEFL students examined the 
questionnaire and gave their comments concerning the format and content of the 
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questionnaire, as well as the correctness of the translation. After making necessary 
changes in both the English and Turkish versions, and discussing them with my 
advisor, again, I and an MA TEFL student who is a translator by profession 
translated the English version of the questionnaire into Turkish. Then we compared 
the two translation samples, and made final modifications before piloting. Ten MA 
TEFL students working in preparatory class programs took part in the piloting. 
According to their comments, I again made some changes, especially in Part B of the 
questionnaire. After examining the English version with my advisor, I looked 
through the Turkish one with an ELT professor at Middle East Technical University 
(METU). The Turkish version of the questionnaire was used to collect data in order 
to avoid any misunderstandings that might occur because of a potential language 
barrier. 
When the questionnaire had been prepared, department heads of the 
universities and/or key instructors or program coordinators who were willing to assist 
the researcher in administering the questionnaires were contacted via e-mail, 
telephone, written application or through personal contacts. Upon their agreement to 
assist, copies of the questionnaires were distributed to them. 
At Gazi and Hacettepe Universities, the questionnaire was administered by 
the researcher herself, whereas at METU, Muğla and Anadolu Universities current 
MA TEFL students distributed and collected the questionnaire while they were 
administering instruments for their own studies. At Yıldız Technical University, the 
questionnaire was administered by a friend of the researcher who is an instructor 
there. At Boğaziçi, Çukurova, 18 Mart and Karadeniz Technical Universities, 
department heads distributed and collected the questionnaires. At Akdeniz, 
Osmangazi and Dokuz Eylül Universities, former MA TEFL students working there 
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as instructors administered the questionnaire. At Kocaeli University, it was a 
preparatory class program coordinator who agreed to distribute and collect the 
questionnaire. The data collection process took 1 month.  
Data Analysis 
 After the data were gathered through the questionnaires, the Statistical 
Packages for Social Science (SPSS 10.0) was used to compile and analyze all the 
data. Both descriptive and inferential statistical procedures were used to present the 
data and draw conclusions from them. In order to present the data, the items in the 
questionnaire were grouped under various topics structured according to the research 
questions of the study.  
The frequencies of the items in parts A1, A2 were calculated and presented in 
two tables, whereas, the distribution of the participants according to universities was 
shown in the form of both frequencies and percentages in a separate table in the 
section about participants in this chapter. Because parts A3, B1, C2-3-4, D2-3 
consisted of multiple-response questions among which participants can choose more 
than one option, multiple-response analysis was used and the results were presented 
in separate tables. Parts B2 and D4 through D23 were composed of Likert-Scale type 
questions investigating instructors’ attitudes towards current methods of assessment 
they are using at their institutions and portfolios as an alternative method of 
asssessment. Frequencies and Chi-square values of these questions were presented in 
different sections. The questions from B2.1 through B2.14 and from D4 through D17 
were designed in a parallel fashion. That is, one question from each group constituted 
a pair. For this reason, paired-samples t-tests were used to compare the means of 
each pair in these two groups of questions. Then, the results of the t-tests were 
presented in one table.   
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Part B1, requiring the participants to give information about the current 
methods of assessment in their institutions, turned out to be problematic.The problem 
was related to the distinction between teacher-made and testing-office made 
assessment instruments. Instructors in some institutions did not accurately designate 
who controlled the design of assessment instruments at their institutions either 
through confusion or carelessness. Through personal contacts with the department 
heads of the institutions, it was determined whether the testing office or the 
instructors had authority over assessment instruments for each institution. The 
returned questionnaires were examined in light of this information and the ones 
wrongly filled out were separated from the remainder. Consulting a statistician it was 
determined that entering all of the results into SPSS but omitting data from 
incorrectly completed questionnaires for these questions would not lead to a problem 
in the analysis of the overall data. For this reason, there is a decrease in the number 
of the participants answering part B1 when compared to the other parts.     
In chapter four, the analysis of the data obtained and the specific outcomes 











CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
This study investigated Turkish state university preparatory class instructors’ 
attitudes towards the methods of assessment they are currently using at their 
institutions, and their knowledge about and attitudes towards portfolios as an 
alternative method of assessment. The researcher attempted to answer the following 
research questions.  
1. To what extent do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors find 
the methods of assessment they are currently using satisfactory?  
2. What are the attitudes of the instructors’ towards the assessment instruments 
they are currently using? 
3. What do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors know about 
portfolios as an alternative assessment method? 
4. Have they ever implemented portfolio assessment?  
a. If, no, Why have they not ever implemented portfolios? 
b. If, yes, For what skills did they use portfolios? 
5. What are the attitudes of those instructors who have implemented portfolios     
             towards portfolio assessment? 
The analysis of the questionnaire results will be presented in 5 different 
sections. The first section covers part B1, and questions B2.15, C1 and D1 of the 
questionnaire respectively. Part B1 investigated what assessment instruments the 
instructors are currently using in their institutions. Question B2.15 asked whether the 
instructors are satisfied with these instruments or not. Questions C1 and D1 explored 
the instructors’ knowledge of portfolios and whether they have ever used them as an 
assessment instrument. Therefore, the first section attempts to present a general 
overview of the instructors’ assessment situations and knowledge of alternatives.  
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 In the second section, the analysis of part B2, questions from B2.1 through 
B2.14 will be presented. These questions investigated instructors’ attitudes towards 
the current methods of assessment at their institutions, thereby providing some 
detailed information related to their general satisfaction or dissatisfaction with these 
methods. Section two is divided into four sub-sections as well.  
The first sub-section covers questions B2.1, 4, 10, and 14, which explore the 
relationship between the assessment instruments currently used and student 
performance. The second sub-section covers questions B2.5, 6, 7, 11, 12, and 13, 
which investigate the effect of the instruments the instructors are currently using on 
student learning.The third sub-section covers questions B2.3 and 8, which attempt to 
identify the influence of the assessment instruments on teacher-student 
communication. Finally, the fourth sub-section covers questions B2.2 and 9, which 
explore the ways that student performance is assessed through the instruments.  
The third section covers questions C2, C3, C4, and presents the instructors’ 
sources of knowledge about portfolios, what they know concerning skills and areas 
assessed by portfolios, and their views on portfolio contents.  
The fourth section covers questions from D2 through D.23. Question D2 
explores the reasons why the instructors have never implemented portfolios even 
though they have heard about them. Question D3 explores which skills the portfolio 
instructors focused on. Questions D4 through D23 examine what their attitudes 
towards portfolios are. As in section two, the attitudes of the instructors towards 
portfolios are presented in sub-sections as well.  
The first sub-section covers questions D4, 7, 13, and 17, which explore the 
relationship between portfolios and student performance. The second sub-section 
covers questions D8, 9, 10, 14, 15, and 16, which investigate the effect of portfolios 
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on student learning.The third sub-section covers questions D6, and 11, which attempt 
to identify the influence of portfolios on teacher-student communication. The fourth 
sub-section covers questions D5 and 12, which explore the ways that student 
performance was assessed through portfolios. In sub-section five, the results of 
questions D18 and 22, which investigate the issues concerning the practicality of 
portfolios, are presented. The sixth sub-section covers questions D19, 20, and 21, 
which attempt to identify the perceived place of portfolios in the existing assessment 
system. Finally, the seventh sub-section investigates whether the instructors have had 
relevant training related to portfolios through the results of question D23. 
Section five presents a comparison of  the first fourteen questions of part B2 
(Qs from 1 through 14) and the questions from D4 through D17, and investigates the 
attitudes of the instructors who have used portfolios before towards the assessment 
instruments currently used at their institutions and portfolios through parallel 
questions.  











The structure of data analysis 
SECTIONS (Covered parts &  
Questions of thequestionnaire )                            PURPOSES 
Section 1covers: Part 
B1 &  
Qs B2.15, C1, D1 
assessment instruments used in the preparatory class programs and some 
related issues 




Qs B2.1, 4, 10, 14   
 
Sub-section 2: 
Qs B2.5,6,7,11,12, 13 
 
Sub-section 3: 
Qs B2.3, 8 
 
Sub-section 4: 
Qs B2.2, 9 
 
attitudes of the instructors towards the assessment methods they are currently 
using. 
 
the relationship between the currently used assessment instruments and 
student performance. 
 




influence of the assessment instruments on teacher-student communication 
 
the ways that student performance is assessed through these instruments 
Sub-section 3: 
Qs C2, C3, C4 
the instructors knowledge of portfolios 
Section 4: 
Qs D2 & D3-D23 
 
Sub-section 1: 
Qs D4, 7, 13, 17 
 
Sub-section 2:  




Qs D6, 11 
 
Sub-section 4: 
Qs D5, 12 
 
Sub-section 5: 
Qs D18, 22 
 
Sub-section 6: 
Qs D19, 20, 21 
 
Sub-section 7: D23 
attitudes of the instructors towards portfolios 
 
 
the relationship between portfolios and student performance. 
 
 




the influence of the portfolios on teacher-student communication 
 
the ways that student performance is assessed through portfolios 
 
the issues concerning the practicality of portfolios 
 
 
the perceived place of portfolios in the existing assessment system 
 
the instructors’ educational preparation for  portfolio assessment 
Section 5 covers: 
Part B2,  
Qs B2.1-B2.14 & Qs 
D4- D17 
Compares the attitudes of the portfolio instructors towards the assessment 
methods currently used at their institutions and portfolios 
 
 46 
Assessment instruments used in the preparatory class programs and some related 
issues  
 The first section of the data analysis chapter will first give some information 
about the assessment instruments the instructors are currently using in their 
preparatory class programs. Then the data related to the instructors’ satisfaction with 
these instruments will be presented. Assuming that there might be a relationship 
between the instructors’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction and their knowledge of 
portfolios as an alternative assessment instrument, the results related to whether the 
instructors have any information about portfolios or have ever used them will be 
examined and some conclusions will be drawn by interpreting the data results.  
 Part B1 in the questionnaire investigated which assessment instruments are 
used in the preparatory class programs and who prepares these instruments. To 
analyse the questions multiple-response analysis was employed. Table 7 below 


















OFICE MADE INSTRUMENTS 
Count 
Teacher-made quizzes, 
mid-terms, and a final 
exam consisting of only 
multiple choice 
questions. 
164 Testing office made quizzes, mid-terms, 
and a final exam consisting of only 
multiple choice questions. 
401 
Teacher-made quizzes, 
mid-terms, and a final 
exam consisting of 
miscellaneous questions. 
204 Testing office made quizzes, mid-terms, 
and a final exam consisting of 
miscellaneous questions. 
509 
TOTAL 368 TOTAL 910 
Teacher initiated 
portfolios 
14 Testing office initiated portfolios 1 
Teacher initiated projects
   
1 Testing office initiated projects 0 
TOTAL 15   TOTAL1 
Teacher-made oral 
exams 
81 Testing office made oral exams 66 
    





TOTAL NUMBER OF TESTING 
OFFICE MADE INSTRUMENTS 
 
977 
Note. Total responses = 1441;  N = 238 
 
The results for part B1 point to two important issues: Authority over the 
assessment process, and emphasis on traditional methods of assessment. 
 As seen in the table, testing-office made instruments, which were chosen 977 
times, outnumber the teacher-made ones, which were selected 464 times. This 
outcome suggests that instructors have only limited authority over the choice of  
assessment instruments in their institutions. This being so, the restricted number of 
people mentioning portfolios as a response to the Other option in the question is 
unsurprising.   
The general picture of the assessment instruments reveals that methods which 
are considered traditional in the literature are given importance in the overall 
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assessment system. The use of traditional instruments, such as exams consisting of 
multiple-choice, fill-in the blanks, or true-false test items whether teacher-made or 
testing-office made, was chosen 1278 times. However, only 16 counts indicate that 
alternative practices in the form of portfolios and projects exist among the currrent 
methods of assessment in the preparatory class programs. Interestingly, 15 of these 
16 are teacher-initiated, not test-office mandated practices. This suggests that 
alternative methods are being initiated from the bottom up where they are used.  
 Question B2.15 attempted to identify whether the instructors are satisfied 
with these assessment instruments or not. To analyse the question, frequencies and 
the chi-square value were found (See Table 8). 
Table 8 
The instructors’ satisfaction with the assessment methods they are currently using 
 N SD D U A SA Chi2 
B2.15 I find the assessment 
instruments  I am currently using 
satisfactory. 
384 32 103 93 135 21 123.14** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,  
N = Number of the participants, Chi2 = Chi-Square; 
 ** p < .01. 
     
The chi-square value was found to be significant in the analysis. The results 
show that the number of people who agree or strongly agree (156) is larger than 
those who disagree or strongly disagree (135). Thus, a plurality of respondents are 
satisfied with the asessment instruments they are currently using. However, the 
number of respondents who strongly disagreed (32) is larger than those who strongly 
agreed (21), suggesting that negative feelings towards current assessment 
instruments may run deeper than support for them. Additionally, a large number of 
people (93) indicated that they are uncertain about how they feel. Dörnyei (2003) 
notes that when uncertain responses are offered, people use them to avoid making a 
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choice. In this case, uncertain responses may reflect the views of people who are 
satisfied with some aspects of their assessment instruments, but dissatisfied with 
others. These results suggest that it might be beneficial to investigate whether the 
instructors are aware of the existence of portfolios (question C1), and if they have 
ever used portfolios as an alternative method of assessment (D1). Table 9 reveals the 
results of this analysis.  
Table 9 
The instructors’ knowledge about and practice with portfolios as an assessment 
instrument 
 N Yes No Chi2 
C1. Do you have any information about 
portfolios? 
386 135 251 34.86** 
D1. Have you ever used portfolios as an 
assessment instrument? 
133 37 96 26.17** 
Note. N = Number of the participants 
**p < .01 
 
 Less than half of the respondents (133) have some information concerning 
portfolios, and this number decreases dramatically when the number of people who 
have used portfolios is considered. Out of 133 instructors who know of portfolios, 
only 37 have used them before.  
Thus, while a plurality of the instructors are satisfied with the assessment 
methods they are currently using, this satisfaction might be related to lack of 
information or experience regarding the existence of an alternative method, as well 
as by the sufficiency of the existing system. It is open to question whether the level 
of satisfaction would stay unchallenged if the instructors knew more about portfolios. 
Therefore, it is necessary to find out other patterns in the rest of the questions which 
might reveal some details about the satisfaction or dissatisfaction of the instructors.  
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For this reason, the following section scrutinizes the instructors’ attitudes 
towards the assessment instruments they are currently using from a variety of 
perspectives.  
Attitudes of the instructors towards the asessment instruments they are currently 
using. 
 In this section, fourteen questions of part B2 were analysed. The questions 
investigated instructors’ attitudes towards the asessment instruments they are 
currently using from four different perspectives: The relationship between the 
currently used assessment instruments and student performance, the effect of the 
instruments on student learning, the influence of the instruments on teacher-student 
communication, and the aspects of students’ performance assessed through the 
instruments. 
 For the analysis, the questions were first grouped according to the 
aforementioned perspectives. Then, frequencies and chi-square values of the 
questions were found and presented in separate tables. Table 10 presents the results 











 Table 10 
The relationship between the currently used assessment instruments and student 
performance 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
The assessment instrument(s) I am  
currently using..... 
       
1. ... directly assess what I teach. 385 13 49 75 196 52 255.46** 
4. ... take my students’ differences 
in learning ability into 
consideration. 
383 41 136 19 88 9 137.67** 
10. ...allow me to assess student 
performance fairly. 
384 9 43 81 210 41 322.67** 
14. ...allow me to asses my 
students’ performance accurately. 
384 14 51 122 179 18 267.64** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,  
N = Number of the participants, Chi2 = Chi-Square 
**p < .01. 
 
 The chi-square value for each question was found to be highly significant. 
The majority of the instructors reported agreement or strong agreement with the 
statements in items 1, 10, and 14 (Q1= 248, Q10 = 251, Q14 = 197). That is, the 
majority of the instructors believe that the assessment instruments assess directly 
what is taught, and assess student performance accurately and fairly. To put it in 
other words, they think that the assessment instruments they are using lead to valid, 
reliable and fair assessment and are thereby compatible with the definition of the 
effective assessment in the literature. As mentioned in chapter 2, Gronlund (1998) 
and Airasian (2000) highlight the importance of the validity, reliability and fairness 
of the assessment instruments so as to obtain effective results.   
However, when the results of question 14 were examined carefully, it was 
seen that there are a considerable number of people  (122) who are uncertain about 
whether the instruments assess student performance accurately or not. This might 
mean that the instructors are uncertain about whether they can entirely trust the 
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reliaibility of the instruments. The results for question 4 suggest a possible reason for 
this uncertainty. For this item, a majority of people disagree or strongly disagree 
(177) with the idea that the instruments take students’ learning differences into 
consideration. If the instructors believe that the instruments do not take learning 
differences into consideration, they may have reasons to doubt the accuracy of the 
assessment produced by them, thereby rendering the assessment less accountable. 
This result might also challenge the notion of fairness found in the results of the 
question 10 because differences in learning might require assessment procedures to 
be sensitive to these differences as well. Otherwise, even though the students learn in 
unique ways, they are assessed in the same way, which might create unfairness. In 
fact, the number of people who stated they are uncertain about the fairness of the 
assessment (81) in the item 10 might be taken as a signal of this aforementioned 
contradiction.    
 The second group covers questions B2. 5, 6, 7, 11, 12, and 13, which 
investigated the effect of instruments on student learning. The results of the 













The effect of the instruments on student learning  
ITEMS        
The assessment instrument(s) I am 
currently using... 
N SD D U A SA Chi2 
5. ...encourage independent learning on 
my students’part. 
381 32 107 135 101 6 156.21** 
6. ...encourage my students to be active 
learners. 
384 27 77 145 122 13 172.46** 
7. ... increase my students’ motivation 
for learning. 
380 27 91 152 11 9 177.84* 
11. ...encourage student self-
assessment. 
383 12 70 96 188 17 268.34** 
12. ...enable students to see their 
development overtime in different skill 
areas. 
386 21 55 74 195 41 244.16** 
13. ...enable students to work 
collaboratively. 
384 30 133 106 100 15 137.48** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree;  
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square  
*p < .05; **p < .01. 
 
The chi-square value of each question was found to be significant. The 
majority of the people answered questions 11 and 12 positively, with frequency 
values of 188 and 195 respectively. The results reveal that most instructors think the 
assessment instruments they currently use encourage self-assessment on students’ 
part and enable the students to see their development over time in different skill 
areas.  
A plurality of the people in questions 5, 6 and 7, with frequency levels of 135, 
145 and 152 respectively, reported their uncertainty about whether the assessment 
instruments encourage the students to learn actively, increase students’ motivation 
for learning and encourage independent learning. The second largest group in the 
question 6 showed the respondents’ agreement with the statement as well, indicating 
the potential power of the  assessment tools in encouraging active learning. Such a 
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tendency towards the positive was not seen in items 5 and 7. Conversely, the 
tendency is towards the negative side, indicating the assessment instruments’ lack of 
power for motivating students to learn and encouraging independent learning.  
A plurality of respondents (133) disagreed with statement 13, indicating that 
the assessment instruments are not thought to be encouraging collaborative learning. 
In fact, considering that these type of traditional assessment instruments require 
individual test taking, the result is not surprising. In this question, the number of 
people who strongly disagree (30) is twice as large the ones who strongly agree (15), 
which strengthens the disagreement.  
It can be concluded that even though the instructors think that the instruments 
encourage self-assessment and enable students to see their development in different 
skill areas, they are not thought to be encouraging independent or collaborative 
learning and increasing students’ motivation for learning. This suggests that the 
relationship between the assessment tools and promoting student learning is weak. In 
other words, the instruments are seen solely as assessment instruments, not 
stimulators of learning. In fact, the influence of the currently used instruments in 
promoting self-assessment by the learners is challenged by the results of question 5. 
It is open to debate how the instruments can encourage self-assessment without 
encouraging independent learning. Gronlund (1998) mentions students can assess 
their own performance as long as they are aware of their strengths and weaknesses in 
their learning, and they have some insight into what they can and cannot do. 
Therefore, self-assessment requires making independent decisions on one’s learning, 
so it is hard to say these assessment instruments can promote self-assessment without 
encouraging independent learning.   
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 The third group of the questions are the items 3 and 8, which investigated the 
influence of the assessment instruments on teacher-student communication. To 
analyse the questions, frequencies and chi-square values were employed. Table 12 
presents the results. 
Table 12 
The influence of the assessment instruments on feedback about instruction and 
teacher-student communication 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
3.The assessment instrument(s) I 
am currently using allow me to 
receive feedback on my 
instruction. 
385 13 73 100 168 31 195.30** 
8.The assessment instrument(s) I 
am currently using provide 
opportunity for student-teacher 
dialogue 
384 23 70 151 120 20 176.29** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree;  
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square 
**p < .01 
 
The chi-square values for both items were highly significant. The majority of 
the instructors (A+ SA = 199) reported that the assessment instruments they are 
currently using enable them to receive feedback on their instruction. However, a 
large number reported (100) their uncertainty as well, which might suggest three 
issues: they might not be sure whether the instruments provide them with feedback, 
or they might not know how to intepret the results in terms of their instruction. 
Additionally, they might be perceiving the results as solely the indicator of student 
achievement but not the reflection of instructional effectiveness, that is the direct 
relationship between assessment and instruction might be vague for the instructors. 
In question 8, a plurality reported uncertainty concerning whether the instruments 
provide opportunity for student-teacher dialogue. However, second largest group, 
120 of the respondents, agreed with the statement, outnumbering those who disagree 
 56 
and strongly disagree combined (93). Thus, it can be concluded that the assessment 
instruments might be promoting student-teacher dialogue. However, when the results 
of the previous group of questions are referred to, it can be said that any dialogue 
may not be about the students’ learning process, so it remains open to interpretation 
what kind of student-teacher dialogue is being discussed here.  
The last group of questions cover the items 2 and 9 investigating how sudent 
performance is assessed through these assessment instruments. The frequencies and 
chi-square values of the results are displayed in the Table 13 below: 
Table 13 
The ways that student performance is assessed through the instruments 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
2.The assessment instrument(s) 
I am currently using allow me 
to assess my students’ 
performance on a regular basis.  
383 7 44 61 229 42 399.13** 
9. The assessment 
instrument(s) I am currently 
using allow me to assess 
student performance as a 
process. 
383 12 43 68 234 26 427.04** 
       Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree, 
       N = Number of the participants, Chi2 = Chi-Square  
       **p < .01.  
 
 The chi-square values were found to be highly significant. The majority of the 
respondents gave positive answers to both questions. This indicated that the 
instructors believe that the assessment instruments they currently use enable them to 
assess students’ performance regularly and to observe the process of development in 
the students’ learning. The periodic use of a variety of formative assessment 
instruments such as quizzes and mid-terms in the preparatory class programs might 




The instructors’ knowledge of portfolios 
 To be able to identify the instructors’ knowledge of portfolios, it was 
necessary to find out their sources of information. Part C2 in the questionnaire was 
intended to accomplish this goal. The results were analysed through multiple-
response analysis and presented in the Table 14. 
Table 14 
The instructors’ sources of knowledge about portfolios 
C2 Count 
a.I have heard of portfolios from a colleague 43 
b.I have heard of portfolios from teacher trainers.  66 
c. I have attended a conference session about portfolios. 40 
d. I have taken part in a workshop about portfolios.  23 
e. I have learned about portfolio assessment in an article I have read. 47 
f. I have learned about portfolio assesment in one of my undergraduate 
courses.                                                                                                          
39 
Note. N = 137 
 The results indicated that the instructors’ main source of information for 
portfolios is teacher trainers with 66 counts. This suggests that many of the 
instructors answering this question have taken in-service training in which alternative 
assessments were introduced.  
While articles take second place with the number of 47, colleagues and 
conference sessions are located in the third and fourth places, with counts of 43 and 
40 respectively. The articles being in the second place might indicate the place of 
journals in these instructors’ professional development as well as underline the 
importance given to portfolios in the literature. Colleagues and conference sessions 
were reported to be informative sources as well, indicating that there is knowledge 
transfer among colleagues and the instructors attempt to develop professionally by 
attending conferences.  
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Taking part in the fifth and sixth places, undergraduate courses, together with 
workshops, seem to be the least informative sources of inforation about portfolios. 
The head of the School of Foreign Languages at METU stated that testing classes 
have been taught in the English Language Teaching departments by requirement of 
the Institution of Higher Education only for the last five years (Enginarlar, personal 
communication). This might explain why undergraduate courses were not reported as 
informative. Considering respondents’ teaching experience, the majority of the 
instructors must have graduated from university at least two years ago, which means 
they might not have taken testing classes during their undergraduate education. That 
workshops were reported to be the least important source of information might be 
caused by two reasons: there might not be a large number of workshops on portfolios 
because of lack of experience in portfolio implementation in Turkey or the 
instructors might not be accessing such means of professional development because 
of the geographical locations of their institutions. Coşkuner (2001) mentioned in her 
thesis that some instructors cannot develop professionally because their schools are 
far away from the main cities where ELT conferences, seminars or workshops take 
place, and they cannot attend these occasions.    
 To obtain more information related to the instructors’ knowledge of 
portfolios, the researcher referred to the results of parts C3 and C4 of the 
questionnaire. The results were analysed through multiple-response analysis. Table 
15 presents the outcomes concerning the skills and areas in which the instructors 








The instructors’ knowledge of portfolio assessed skills and areas 
C3. As far as I know, portfolios are used to 
assess these skills or areas: 
                                                                              
                                                  COUNT 
A.listening                                     34 
B.reading                                       83 
C.vocabulary                               109 
D.writing                                     130 
E.speaking                                     50 
F.grammar                                     86 
      Note. N = 137 
 
 The results indicated that according to the participants, portfolios can be used 
to assess all of the skills and areas provided in the options, although according to a 
large percentage, portfolios are mainly used to assess writing and vocabulary. As 
seen in the table, reading and grammar are thought to be the secondary focus of 
portfolio assessment whereas speaking and listening are the least prefered choices. 
Considering the equipment needed for speaking and listening portfolios, such as tape 
or video recorders, and difficulty of providing the instructors and students with such 
equipment, it should not be difficult to understand why the instructors tend to believe 
portfolios are used to assess skills requiring only paper and pencil or books.  









The instructors’ knowledge of portfolio contents 
C4. As far as I know, a portfolio should include these. COUNT 
A = A cover letter 68 
B = Table of contents 73 
C = The pre-specified and optional entries                                         86 
D = Student’s work in the skill area which is assessed                       111 
E = Rough drafts of the written pieces along with the revised copy   120 
F = Dates on each draft                                                                       97 
G = Students’ self-assessment of their work                                       81 
H = Students’ self-reflection on their work                                        78 
I = Teachers’ feedback on students’ work                                          106 
Note. N = 135 
The results revealed that a majority of the participants who answered this 
question think that rough drafts of the written pieces along with the revised copy is 
the major component of portfolios. This result is compatible with the results of 
question C3 indicating that writing is the major skill for which instructors believe 
portfolio assessment is used. Surprisingly, student’s work in the skill area which is 
assessed is in the second position, which is, in fact, supposed to be a prerequisite for 
option E (120) — rough drafts of the written pieces along with the revised copy. 
Teacher feedback (106) is thought to be one of the major elements of portfolio as 
well. However, components G (81) and H (78) — students’ self-assessment of their 
work and students’ self-reflection on their work — which are defined as significant 
components of a portfolio in the literature are considered to be less necessary. In fact, 
this might reveal the notion of portfolios according to these instructors. Subaşı-
Dinçman (2002) revealed the misconception of portfolios among Turkish instructors 
at her university. The results of her study highlighted that the instructors did not see 
any difference between a portfolio and a folder in which students’ work is kept.   
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Attitudes of the instructors who have used portfolios towards portfolio assessment.  
 This section attempted to find out the attitudes of the instructors who have 
used portfolios before towards portfolio assessment. To obtain information 
concerning the instructors’attitudes, items D2, D3 and questions D4 through D23 
were used.  
Item D2 investigated why the instructors who have heard about portfolios 
have not used porfolios before. It was thought that identifying the instructors’ 
reasons for not using portfolios would deepen our understanding of the attitudes of 
the instructors who have used portfolios. Multiple-response analysis was used to 
analyse the results, which can be seen in Table 17.  
Table 17 
Instructors’ reasons for not using portfolios  
D2. Why have you not used portfolios before? 
 
A = Teaching load                                                                       42  
B = Students’ negative attitudes                                                  15 
C = Lack of collaboration among colleagues                              12 
D = Administrators’ negative attitudes towards portfolios           8 
E = Lack of necessary training in portfolio assesment                30  
F =  Time constraint                                                                     40 
G = Personal distrust in portfolios                                                 1 
H = Too strict syllabus                                                                 37 
     Note. N =  96  
 The results indicate that the most significant factor affecting decisions not to 
use portfolios is time demands because the issues concerning time were shown to be 
the main reasons for not using portfolios: teaching load (42), time constraint (40), 
and too strict syllabus (37). Lack of necessary training in portfolio assessment was  
the second reason chosen. While students’ negative attitudes (15), lack of 
collaboration among colleagues (12) and administrators’ negative attitudes towards 
portfolios (8)  were considered to be less important reasons, the least important one 
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was reported to be personal distrust in portfolios. That the instructors have no distrust 
in portfolios is important because this suggests that under different conditions they 
might implement portfolios. The results in general reveal that some changes in the 
curriculum might open the way for the use of portfolio assessment because all the 
other reasons, apart from time demands, seem to be supporting portfolio assessment.   
 The following analysis of questions D3 through D23 explored the 
instructors’ experience with portfolios. Question D3 investigated for which skills the 
instructors have used portfolios. To analyse the results, multiple-response analysis 
was used and how many time each option was chosen was determined. Table 18 
displays the analysis outcomes.  
Table 18 
Skills or areas the instructors have used portfolios to assess 
D3. For what skill or areas have you used portfolios? 
Listening              3 
Reading                                                                   10 
Grammar                                                                 12 
Writing                                                                    35 
Speking                                                                     4 
  Note. N = 37 
  The results indicate that the instructors have used portfolios to assess all four 
main skills (listening, reading, writing and speaking), and two areas (grammar and 
vocabulary). The outcomes supported what was obtained from the analysis of the 
items C3 and C4. That is, writing was found to be the skill most commonly assessed 
by using portfolios. Vocabulary and grammar follow writing in the second place with 
12 counts each. Unlike the outcomes of the item C3, reading is in the third place. As 
in C3, however, speaking and listening were found to be less prefered skills for 
assessment with portfolios.  
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 The questions from D4 through D23 attempted to explore the portfolio 
instructors’ attitudes towards portfolios in detail from seven different perspectives: 
The relationship between the portfolios and student performance, the effect of 
portfolios on student learning, the influence of the portfolios on teacher-student 
communication, the ways student performance is assessed through portfolios, the 
practicality of portfolios, the perceived place of portfolios in the existing assessment 
system, and the instructors’ educational preparation for portfolio assessment.  
 For the analysis, the questions were first grouped according to the 
aforementioned perspectives. Then, frequencies and chi-square values of the 
questions were found and presented in separate tables. Table 19 presents the results 
of the first group of questions (D4, D7, D13, D17) regarding the relationship 
between portfolios and student performance. 
Table 19 
The relationship between portfolios and student performance 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
Using the portfolio,        
4. ... I could directly assess what I teach.   34 0 0 12 16 6 30.12** 
7. ... I could take my students’ differences 
in learning into consideration. 
35     0 5 10 13 7 14.00** 
13. ... I could assess my students’ 
performance fairly. 
34     0 1 5 18 10 21.88** 
17. ... I could assess the performance of  
my students accurately. 
35     0 0 10 22 3 48.29** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree;  
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square  
**p < .01. 
 
Chi-square values were found to be highly significant for all questions. No 
one chose the option ‘strongly disagree’ for any of the statements. Only slight 
disagreement was seen in  questions D7 and D13. The majority of the instructors 
reported that they could directly assess what they taught, take students’ differences in 
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learning into consideration, and assess their performances fairly and accurately. That 
is, the majority believe that portfolios produced valid, reliable, and fair assessment 
results and also took learner differences into consideration, thereby rendering the 
assessment more accountable. The contradiction observed in the results of the same 
group of questions of part B2 is not present here. In that section, the instructors 
reported that the instruments they are currently using assess student performance 
fairly but do not take students’ learning differences into consideration, thereby 
challenging the notion of fairness.  
The second group of questions are the items D8, D9, D10, D14, D15  and 
D16 which investigated the effect of portfolios on student learning. The results of the 
frequency and chi-square analysis can be seen in Table 20 below.  
Table 20 
The effect of portfolios on student learning 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
8. The portfolio assessment encouraged 
independent learning on my students’ 
part. 
36 1 3 5 19 8 27.89** 
9. The portfolio assessment encouraged 
my students to be active learners. 
35 1 2 7 20 5 33.43** 
10. Using the portfolio, I could 
increase my students’ motivation for 
learning. 
33 1 3 9 17 3 25.94** 
14. Using the portfolio, I could 
encourage my students to assess their 
own performance. 
35 0 1 8 23 3 51.14** 
15. Using the portfolio, I could help my 
students to see their development 
overtime in different skill areas. 
33 2 2 12 14 3 21.09** 
16. Using the portfolio, I could 
encourage my students to work 
collaboratively. 
33 3 1 12 10 7 12.91* 
Note. SD= Strongly Disagree, D= Disagree, U= Uncertain, A= Agree, SA= Strongly Agree; 
N= Number of the participants; Chi2= Chi-Square  
*p < .05; **p < .01. 
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 The chi-square value of each question was found to be significant. The 
majority of the people in the questions 8, 9, 10, 14 and the plurality in the questions 
15 and 16 reported positive answers. The majority of the instructors who have used 
portfolios feel that portfolio assessment promoted both independent and collaborative 
learning, encouraged the students to be active learners, and increased their 
motivation for learning. Surprisingly, even though the portfolio instructors did not 
give much place to self-assessment in portfolio contents because they reported self 
assessment and reflection are among the least important portfolio contents  (see the 
results of part C4), they believe that portfolios promote self-assessment. This might 
suggest that the instructors perceive self-assessment as integrated into the process as 
in multiple drafts of the writing pieces and may not think that it is separate content in 
portfolios.  
Briefly, it can be concluded that unlike the assessment instruments currently 
used by the instructors, portfolios were not considered to be solely assessment 
instruments but learning promoters as well. Condon and Hamp-Lyons (2000) state 
that “if assessment occurs as a natural out-growth of learning, then each can affect 
the other; each can make the other more responsive to students’ needs” (p. xiv). It 
can be said that these instructors believe that portfolios are more likely to respond to 
the student needs than traditional instruments used in preparatory class progras, 
which increases the portfolios’ degree of accountability. 
 The third group of questions are items D6 and D11, which investigated the 
influence of the portfolios on teacher-student communication. To analyse the 
questions, frequencies and chi-square values were used. Table 21 presents the results 




The influence of portfolios on feedback about instruction and teacher-student 
communication 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
6. Using the portfolio, I could receive 
feedback on my instruction 
35 2 5 12 13 3 15.14* 
11.The portfolio assessment improved the 
dialogue between me and my students 
34 1 2 5 22 4 43.94** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree; 
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square  
*p < .05; **p < .01. 
 
The chi-square values showed significant results for both questions. A 
plurality of the instructors (13) reported that portfolios enabled them to receive 
feedback on their instruction. However, almost the same level of uncertainty (12) 
exists in the results as well. Uncertainty on the part of the instructors might arise for 
two reasons: The instructors might not have sufficient training to help them interpret 
the assessment results in terms of instruction or, as Subaşı-Dinçman’s (2002) study 
showed, the content of portfolios might be limited, thereby not providing them with 
feedback. Again, this indicates that adequate training on portfolio contents and how 
to relate them to instruction might be beneficial to help instructors make the best use 
of portfolios.  
The majority (22), on the other hand, stated that portfolio assessment 
improved the dialogue between them and their students. Considering the major 
portfolio contents, that is, multiple drafts and revised final draft of written pieces, the 
dialogue is likely to be on students’ development in writing.  
The fourth group of questions cover items 2 and 9, investigating how student 
performance is assessed through portfolios.The frequencies and chi-square values of 






The ways that student performance is assessed through portfolios 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
5. Using the portfolio, I could assess my 
students on a regular basis 
35 0 1 5 19 10 34.57** 
12.Using the portfolio, I could assess my 
students’ performance as a process. 
34 0 0 2 20 12 46.59** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree; 
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square; 
**p < .01 
 
 The chi-square values were found to be highly significant for both items. 
With a strong majority agreeing with both statements, the results indicate that 
portfolios enabled the instructors to assess students’ performance on a regular basis 
and see the process of the students’ learning development. Both of the results support 
the literature in that a portfolio is not a one-shot assessment of students’ 
performance, but as defined by Paulson, Paulson and Meyer (1991), an opportunity 
to see students’ progress.  
 The fifth group of questions (Q18 and Q22) investigated whether portfolios 
are practical tools to use. Table 23 presents the analysis of the results. 
Table 23 
The practicality of portfolios 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
18.The portfolio is a practical tool to use in 
classrooms 
33 1 6 8 11 7 8.06 
22.Portfolio assessment is a time-
consuming method. 
35 4 3 3 16 9 18.00* 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree; 
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square  
*p < .05  
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 The chi-square value for question 22 was found to be significant. The 
frequency results of  the question indicate that the portfolio instructors feel that 
portfolios are time-consuming. While the results for question 18 were not significant, 
the frequencies show that a majority (18) of the portfolio instructors found using 
portfolios to be practical. However, the high number of uncertain responses (8) 
suggests some hesitance among portions of the population about calling portfolios 
practical. The results may not be contradictory, but simply mixed, leading to various 
interpretations. The portfolio instructors might find portfolios practical because 
portfolios save them from preparing quizzes or other exams. At the same time, they 
may find them time consuming because they do not know how to score all the 
products in the portfolios efficiently and thus, are overburdened. This might not be 
surprising considering what earlier results show: portfolio implementations are 
instructor efforts, not systematically planned practices across a program (See  
Table 7).  
 The sixth group of questions are items D9, D20, and D21, which investigated 
the instructors’ ideas about the perceived place of portfolios in the existing 
assessment system. The outcomes of the analysis can be seen in Table 24. 
Table 24 
Perceived place of portfolios in the existing assessment system 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
19. Portfolios should replace traditional 
methods of assessment 
35 1 6 15 9 4 16.29** 
20.Portfolios should be used as a 
supplementary method to the traditional 
methods of assessment 
36 0 1 4 15 16 33.17** 
21.I prefer using multiple choice tests to 
using portfolios 
34 9 13 8 3 1 13.65** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree; 
 N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square 
 **p < .01. 
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 Chi-square values of the questions were found to be significant. A plurality 
(15) reported their uncertainty about whether portfolios should replace traditional 
methods of assessment although there is almost an equal number of people (A + SA 
= 13) who think that portfolios should replace traditional methods. The number of 
people who are uncertain decreased when an alternative occured: portfolios, not 
replacing but supplementing traditional assessment methods. The majority of the 
instructors think that portfolios should be used as a supplementary method to the 
traditional methods of assessment. Yet, when it came to multiple-choice tests, the 
instructors reported that they prefered to use portfolios.  
To sum up, the results suggest that portfolios should have a place in the 
existing system by supplementing the current methods of assessment or replacing  
multiple-choice tests. It cannot be drawn from the results that the instructors are 
inclined to say portfolios should replace the assessment instruments they are 
currently using because there is a large number of people who disagree with or 
uncertain about this suggestion (22).   
The last group covered only one item, which is D23. This question 
investigated the instructors’ preparation for using portfolios. The frequency and chi-
square analysis of the question can be seen in Table 25. 
Table 25 
The instructors’ educational preparation for portfolio assessment 
ITEMS N SD D U A SA Chi2 
23.I have the necessary training to 
implement portfolios. 
34 0 5 10 13 6 14.53** 
Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree;  
N = Number of the participants; Chi2 = Chi-Square 
**p < .01. 
 
 The chi-square value was found to be significant. The majority of the 
instructors (A+ SA = 19) reported positive answers indicating that they have the 
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necessary training to implement portfolios. However, uncertainty occurs as an issue 
again (10) indicating that the instructors themselves might be thinking even though 
they have some training it may be very sufficient.  
 The instructors who have not used portfolios before had stated that one reason 
for not using portfolios is the lack of training. The present results emphasize the 
importance of training as well. Thus, the results clearly suggest that training is a 
prerequisite for portfolio assessment. In Salinger and Chittenden’s study, the 
significance of training was highlighted as well. The teachers taking part in the study 
noted that the training in portfolio assessment is not only needed at the initial stages 
but also be continuously provided to increase the knowledge base for effective 
implementation of portfolios (as cited in Bushman & Schnitker, n.d.) 
Attitudes of the instructors who have used portfolios towards the assessment methods 
they are currently using and portfolios 
 The final section of the data analysis investigated if there are any differences 
between the attitudes of the instructors who have used portfolios before towards the 
currently used assessment methods at their institutions and portfolios.To identify any 
differences or similarities, it was necessary to compare the means of each pair of 
questions in both groups, so the first fourteen questions of part B2 (B2.1 –B2.14) and 
D4- D17 were designed in a parallel fashion. Paired samples t-test was used to 











Portfolio Instructors’ Attitudes Towards The Assessment Instruments Currently Used 
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The t-test results of the pairs given in the table above revealed that these 
instructors felt that portolios offered some advantages over the currently used 
assessment instruments. The most significant differences were found in two areas: 
taking students’ learning differences into consideration (B2.4/ D7) and encouraging 
independent learning (B2.5/ D8). According to the results, portfolios are more 
positively evaluated in these areas. Since portfolios, unlike traditional exams, are 
composed of each student’s products reflecting unique performances prepared in the 
absence of time (e.g., 50 minutes) or contextual (classroom) limits, they are more 
likely to reflect students’ learning processes. Moreover, because portfolios encourage 
students to work on their products, revising or editing what they have produced, the 
instructors might think portfolios are more likely to promote independent learning.   
Besides the aforementioned areas, the instructors also think that portfolios are 
more successful in increasing students’ motivation for learning (B2.7/ D10), 
encouraging students to be active learners (B2.6/ D9) and promoting collaborative 
learning (B2.13/ D16). Even though both traditional assessment instruments and 
portfolios assess what the students have learned in their classes, as Gottlieb (2000) 
highlights, portfolios are like daily instructional activities. They do not have the label 
‘exam’, they do not have a special announcement saying students to become at a 
certain place at a certain time. For these reasons, the instructors might believe that 
portfolios are likely to cause less anxiety on the parts of students, so they might find 
portfolios better motivators of learning. Moreover, if the instructors ask students to 
assess each other’s work and give comments, this might also lead to active and 
collaborative learning as well as an increase in motivation for learning.  
Finally, portfolios were reported to be more effective in assessing student 
performance as a process (B2.9/ D12). The variety of assessment instruments, such 
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as quizzes or midterms, the instructors are currently using may provide a picture of 
the process of students’ learning development. However, to be able to see the picture, 
the instructors need to put all the pieces together, that is putting maybe 10 quizzes 
and/or two mid-terms in front of them and try to drawn conclusions. Using 
portfolios, on the other hand, the pieces are already together packed in a file. The 
instructors might find this fairly easy because they can discuss the products with 
students whenever they want, showing them the parts which need adjustments. The 
instructors might be finding this approach more practical for seeing the process in 
students’ learning.  
Some of the t-test analysis results of the pairs above (B.1-D4, B2.2-D5, B2.3-
D6, B2.10-D13, B2.11-D14, B2.12-D15, B2.14-D17) did not show significant 
differences. The mean values of the pairs tended to be slightly higher for both the 
instruments the instructors are currently using and portfolios in different cases. For 
example, the currently used assessment instruments are thought to be slightly more 
powerful in assessing directly what is taught. This might be based on the types of test 
items used. By using traditional methods of assessment, the instructors might be 
seeing the skills and areas assessed as discrete units. Thus, they can easily say 
whether the student have learned the target grammar point, for example, based on 
their answer is right or wrong. However, in portfolios, skills are more likely to be 
integrated, thereby requiring more careful diagnosis of learning. For this reason, the 
instructors might think the assessment instruments they are currently using are more 
effective in directly assessing what was taught.   
The assessment instruments currently used are thought to be slightly more 
powerful in terms of receiving feedback on instruction. As mentioned before the 
instructors might not know how to interpret the results obtained through portfolios to 
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evaluate their instruction, which causes them to receive less feedback on their 
instruction.   
Portfolios were found to be less powerful in encouraging students to see   
their development overtime in different skill areas. If the instructors are not using 
portfolios for all skills they are teaching, they might be thinking portfolios do not 
encourage students to see their development overtime in different skill areas, but 
only in one or two areas such as writing, vocabulary and grammar. Instructors had 
already reported they mainly used portfolios in these areas. That the portfolio 
instructors believe that students do not know how to use portfolio results to evaluate 
their learning development might be another reason as well.   
Participants were more inclined to say that portfolios enabled them to assess 
student performance regularly (B2.2/ D5), accurately (B2.14/ D17), and fairly 
(B2.10/ D13), and that portfolios promoted self-assessment in their classes (B2.11/ 
D14). This suggests that the instructors might have examined portfolio contents on a 
regular basis. In this way, they might have pinpointed problematic areas in students 
learning and encourage them to work on these areas. Having done so, the instructors 
might believe that their assessment results are accurate and fair as well. If the 
instructors have not corrected students’ mistakes themselves but encouraged them to 
do it on their own, this might explain why they think portfolios promoted self-
assessment on students’ parts.  
 Overall examination of the t-test analyses revealed that except the three 
aformentioned areas — assessing directly what is taught, receiving feedback on 
instruction, and encouraging students to see their development overtime in different 
skill areas — instructors who have used portfolios found them to be more beneficial 





 In this chapter overall analysis of the results were presented in five different 
sections: assessment instruments used in the preparatory class programs and some 
related issues, attitudes of the instructors towards the asessment instruments they are 
currently using, the instructors’ knowledge of portfolios, the attitudes of the 
instructors who have used portfolios towards portfolio assessment, the attitudes of 
the instructors who have used portfolios towards the assessment methods they are 
currently using and towards portfolios. 























CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
Overview of the Study 
The popularity of portfolios as an alternative to traditional methods of 
assessment has extended to a variety of ESL contexts. However, portfolios are still 
not common in EFL contexts in Turkey, especially preparatory class programs, 
which are the focus of this thesis. Identifying the reasons for this lack of use of 
portfolios might lead to better understanding of the current methods used for 
assessment in this context and contribute to the development of the overall 
assessment system in the preparatory class programs.   
This chapter will report the major findings of this research. Implications for 
state university preparatory classes, limitations of the study, and suggestions for 
further research will also be presented.  
The study investigated Turkish state university preparatory class instructors’ 
attitudes towards the methods of assessment they are currently using at their 
institutions, and their knowledge about and attitudes towards portfolios as an 
alternative method of assessment to answer the following research questions: 
1. To what extent do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors find 
the methods of assessment they are currently using satisfactory?  
2. What are the attitudes of the instructors' towards the assessment instruments 
they are currently using? 
3. What do the state university preparatory class EFL instructors know about 
portfolios as an alternative assessment tool? 
4. Have they ever implemented portfolio assessment?  
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a. If, no, Why have they not ever implemented portfolios? 
b. If, yes, For what skills did they use portfolios? 
5. What are the attitudes of those instructors who have implemented portfolios          
towards portfolio assessment? 
Findings 
 The major findings of the study will be presented in three different sections: 
assessment instruments used in preparatory class programs and attitudes of the 
instructors towards these assessment instruments they are currently using;  
instructors’ knowledge of and attitudes towards portfolios as an alternative method of 
assessment; a comparison of the instructors’ attitudes towards the assessment 
instruments they are currently using and portfolios. 
Assessment Instruments Used in Preparatory Class Programs and Instructors’ 
Attitudes Towards Them 
 The overall picture of the results showed that traditional methods of 
assessment such as exams consisting of multiple-choice, fill-in the blanks, matching 
or short answer test items are generally used to assess student performance at 
preparatory class programs. Alternative methods such as portfolios and projects, on 
the other hand, rarely occur in the programs, and mostly as teacher efforts when they 
do. This suggested that alternatives are being initiated from the bottom of the 
systems. The results also indicated that instructors have limited authority over the 
choice of assessment instruments in their institutions because the majority of the 
assessment instruments were found to be test-office made. For this reason, the 
restricted number of teacher-initiated alternative practices among the general 
assessment framework was unsurprising. 
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 Analysis of the results concerning the instructors’ attitudes towards the 
assessment instruments they are currently using at preparatory class programs 
revealed that most of the instructors find these practices satisfactory. This 
satisfaction can be based on the instructors’ positive attitudes towards some 
characteristics of these instruments in various areas such as assessing directly what is 
taught, assessing student performance fairly and accurately, encouraging student self-
assessment, enabling students to see their development overtime in different skill 
areas, assessing student performance regularly and as a process, opportunity to 
receive feedback and student-teacher dialogue. However, the instructors reported 
their disagreement with and uncertainty about some characteristics of these 
instruments as well. 
 A majority of the instructors think that the instruments they are currently 
using do not take students’ learning differences into consideration. That is, students 
are assessed through uniform methods presumably leading to fairness in assessment. 
However, the situation might signal a contradiction as well. To put it briefly, the 
variety of the assessment instruments currently used by the teachers is known to be 
almost exclusively restricted to traditional methods. These methods are seen to be 
inadequate to assess a variety of student learning (Aschaber, 1991; Brown & 
Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; Huerta-Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). 
Thus, without taking individual differences into consideration, these instruments 
might be creating an equal competition platform for all learners but at the same time 
they might be addressing only a certain type of learner, ironically leading to 
unequality or unfairness.  
 The relationship between the assessment instruments currently used and 
student learning was also perceived to be problematic. The instructors think that the 
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relationship between the instruments they are currently using and student learning is 
not strong, indicating that while they believe the assessment instruments currently 
used function as powerful means of assessment, they do not serve as learning 
stimulators. The instructors do not feel that these instruments encourage independent 
and colloborative learning, nor do they increase the students’ motivation for learning. 
Although the instructors trust the instruments’ power of promoting self-assessment 
on the students’ part, they contradict themselves, revealing strong uncertainty and 
disagreement when they were asked whether these instruments encourage 
independent learning. O’Malley and Pierce (1996) emphasize the fact that self-
assessment is not a product, but a process including setting criteria, applying criteria, 
setting goals, and working towards goals. For this reason, self-assessment requires 
independent learning; without this ability students can hardly assess their own 
performance. Thus, that the assessment instruments encourage self assessment 
without promoting independent learning seems to be unlikely.  
 Some uncertainties about receiving feedback on instruction and improving 
student-teacher dialogue through these instruments were also found. The majority of 
the instructors reported that the instruments enabled them to receive feedback on 
their instruction. However, a large number stated they are uncertain, which suggests 
that how to interpret assessment results in terms of evaluating instruction is not clear 
for many of the instructors. A plurality reported that the instruments provided 
opportunity for student-teacher dialogue. However, previous results had indicated 
that the instruments were not found to be promoting student learning. Teachers had 
also reported their uncertainty about receiving feedback on their instruction through 
these instruents. If the dialogue is not about student learning or instructional 
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effectiveness, it is open to discussion what kind of dialogue occurs through these 
instruments. 
The Instructors’ Knowledge of and Attitudes Towards Portfolios 
 The results revealed that few instructors have any knowledge of portfolios 
and even fewer have ever used portfolios in their classes as an assessment 
instrument. The general attitudes of these instructors towards portfolios, though, was 
found to be positive.  
The majority of the instructors using portfolios reported that they could assess 
student performance directly, accurately and fairly through portfolios, suggesting that 
they felt they could achieve valid, reliable and fair assessment through portfolios. 
They also believe that portfolios take students’ learning differences into 
consideration, thereby enabling each student to show what they really can do.  
 Portfolios were perceived to be learning stimulators by the instructors as well 
because the majority thinks that portfolios encourage independent learning and self-
assessment, increase students’ motivation for learning and encourage them to be 
active learners. Further, a plurality reported that portfolios enable students to see 
their development overtime and promotes collaborative learning. The results support 
Hirvela and Pierson (2000)' s claim that, unlike other forms of assessment, portfolios 
are not merely used for assessment purposes, but learning purposes as well.    
The instructors reported that they could receive feedback on their instruction 
through portfolios. However, again the level of uncertainty was high for this 
question, as with its counterpart in Part B2 (B2.3), suggesting that the instructors 
might have difficulty in general in interpreting assessment results in terms of 
feedback. They might need professional assistance on evaluating how portfolio 
results reflect the effectiveness of instruction. A majority also reported that as a 
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result of using portfolios, they could better communicate with their students. Since 
portfolios are perceived as tools promoting learning, it is likely that such student-
teacher dialogue may be about students’ learning development.  
Confirming the definition of portfolios by Paulson et al (1991) and Wolf & 
Siu-Runyan (1996), portfolios were found to be succesful in assessing student 
performance as a process and regularly, which suggests that the instructors could see 
their students’ development over time.  
The instructors reported that they find portfolio assessment to be a time-
consuming method, yet practical. The reason for the mixture of the feelings of the 
instructors might be based on unsystematic implementation of portfolios within the 
programs. Because portfolios occur as teacher-initiated practices, not supported 
across the curriculum, they might be adding extra work to the instructors’ workload 
rendering them overwhelmed. Yet, the instructors might still find portfolios practical, 
as they do not have to prepare tests or other exams. Further, the instructors firmly 
stated that portfolios should be used as a supplementary method to the traditional 
methods of assessment. A majority articulated their preference for using portfolios 
instead of multiple choice tests. However, they reported their uncertainty about 
whether portfolios should replace traditional methods of assessment. Thus, the 
results revealed that even though portfolios might be time consuming, the portfolio 
instructors are inclined to use them instead of traditional multiple choice tests.  
The instructors believe that they have the necessary training to implement 
portfolios. Yet, the results showed that in some areas such as interpreting portfolio 
results, helping students with independent and collaborative learning, and self-




Attitudes of the Instructors Who have Used Portfolios Towards The Assessment 
Methods They are Currently Using and Portfolios 
 The analysis made to identify whether there are any differences between the 
attitudes of the instructors who have used portfolios towards the currently used 
assessment methods and portfolios revealed a strongly positive tendency towards 
portfolios in some areas and a slightly positive one in others.  
 The instructors think that portfolios are more effective in taking students’ 
learning differences into consideration and encouraging independent learning. They 
also stated that they felt that they became more successful in increasing students’ 
motivation for learning, encouraging students to be active learners, promoting 
collaborative learning and assessing student performance as a process by using 
portfolios. All of this points to the use of portfolios being a more accountable form of 
assessment (McNamara, 2000). That is, portfolios are better at meeting learner needs. 
 However, the results indicated the portfolio instructors feel that the 
assessment instruments they are currently using are slightly more powerful in 
assessing directly what is taught, receiving feedback on instruction, enabling students 
to see their development overtime in different skill-areas. The previous results had 
showed that the instructors used portfolios to assess mainly for writing. Restricting 
the use of portfolios to mainly the writing might be the underlining factor causing the 
instructors to feel this way. It is likely that teaching various skills but using portfolios 
for mainly one skill would make assessing directly what is taught and receiving 
feedback on instruction difficult. Additionally, the instructors might be thinking that 
it is not easy for the students to see their learning development in different skill areas 
only through writing portfolios.    
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On the other hand, the instructors stated that portfolios are better at leading to 
regular, fair and reliable assessment, promoting self-assessment and providing 
opportunity to teacher-student dialogue in their classes than the assessment 
instruments they are currently using.  
 In conclusion, the attitudes of the instructors who have experience with both 
currently used assessment instruments and portfolios revealed that portfolios have 
strengths over the traditional assessment instruments 
Pedagogical Implications 
The analysis of the data revealed pedagogical implications both curricula of 
the preparatory class programs and the instructors working in the preparatory class 
programs.  
First of all, the results showed that preparatory classes should consider 
integrating portfolios into the existing assessment system as a supplementory 
assessment instrument to the ones which are currently used. However, to be able to 
integrate portfolios into the curriculum, careful and systematic preparation are 
needed. Judging from the instructors’ reasons for not using portfolios, these would 
include adjustments made according to time demands of portfolio implementation. 
This means that the ways to lessen teaching load of the instructors should be 
explored and course syllabi should undergo restructuring accordingly. No specific 
recommendations can be made, as the changes should be tailored to individual 
programs.   
The results of the study also indicated that instructors should be given 
professional training in order to be able to implement portfolios effectively. 
Moreover, because teacher committment is considered to be very important for 
portfolio implementation, the instructors should be well informed about portfolios 
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and their demands on themselves. If they are provided with a variety of opportunities 
to understand the meaning of this alternative assessment method, and its benefits for 
their teaching and student learning, they may be willing to try out portfolios, which 
might lead to promising results.    
Suggestions for Further Studies 
This study covered 14 Turkish state universities and investigated the 
preparatory class instructors’ attitudes towards the methods of assessment they are 
currently using at their institutions, and their knowledge about and attitudes towards 
portfolios as an alternative method of assessment.  
In further studies, the attitudes of the administrators and the students towards 
both traditional assessment methods and portfolios can be explored. Through this 
triangulation, a more reliable picture of the existing assessment sytem can be drawn.  
In this way, the areas needing modification in the current system can be identified, 
and necessary attempts can be made to introduce change into the system. Because 
sustained professional development for administrators and teachers is necessary to 
implement portfolio assessment (Gottlieb, 2000), such research would help to 
understand what kind of professional training is necessary. 
Case studies of teachers using portfolios might be conducted. Obtaining data 
through multiple sources such as carefully recorded interviews with both teachers 
and students, reflective journals kept by both teachers and students, pre- and post- 
treatment questionnaires might bring about detailed information concerning the 
advantages or challenges of portfolios, especially in specific contexts. 
Another study can be done to identify the influence of training on the 
effectiveness of portfolio implementation. The study can involve two groups of 
instructors, one having no training on portfolios at all and one having pre- and 
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ongoing training on portfolio assessment. Later, a comparison of these two groups 
implementing portfolios can be done. Such a study might clarify the issues 
concerning what the training should focus on (e.g., portfolio contents, grading 
criteria) and when it should take place (before implementing portfolio assessment or 
throughout the implementation). 
The outcomes of this thesis also revealed a need for a study on how the 
instructors interpret assessment results and make use of them. It can be beneficial to 
identify what scores obtained from exams mean to the instructors.  
Limitations of the Study 
 The research had to be completed in a very limited amount of time, which 
prevented the researcher from accessing more institutions and increasing the amount 
of data obtained. In this way, the number of institutions could have been greater, 
making the results more generalizable. In particular, the information related to 
portfolio assessment could be more enlightening if the number of instructors who 
have used portfolios before were higher. 
 Another research instrument, for example interviews, could have been used to 
add more depth to the data. Some of the instructors who have used portfolios before 
could have been interviewed to obtain more detailed information about their 
practices. In this way, what their actual knowledge of portfolios is could have been 
better understood, and the interpretations related to their practices would be more 
solidly grounded.  
Conclusion 
 The findings of the research revealed that use of portfolios in the preparatory 
class programs as an additional source of assessment information is possible. 
However, for an effective implementation of portfolios, there are issues to consider. 
 86 
These involve training for the instructors, and systematic and planned adjustments in 
the curricula of the preparatory class programs. Then, portfolios might contribute to 
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QUESTIONNAIRE (English Version) 
PART A 
1.Total years of teaching experience. Please tick (? ) the appropriate box.  
a. Less than 1 year    (   )  b. 1 to 4 years    (   )  c. 5 to 8 years  (   ) 
d. 9 to 12 yearse.          (   )  e. 13 to 16 years (   )  f. 17 to 20 years ( )   
g. More than 20 years  (   )  
2.Level of education 
a. BA (Field: ......................................................) 
b. MA (Field:......................................................) 
c. Phd. (Field:......................................................) 
3.I teach .......................in the preparatory program at my institution. Please tick 
(?)  all applicable. 
a. Grammar  (   )  d. Reading   (   ) f. Speaking (   ) 
b. Writing  (   )  e. Video classes (   ) g. Listening (   ) 
c. Integrated skills (   ) 
PART B 
1) How do you assess your students? Tick (?) the assessment instrument (s) in 
the checklist that you are currently using at your institution. (You can tick more 
than one options). 
ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS 
A. Teacher-made: 
1. Consisting of only multiple-choice questions,  
a.  Quizzes  (   )        
b.  Mid-terms  (   ) 
c.  Final Exam  (   ) 
2. Consisting of miscellaneous questions (a combination of multiple choice, fill-
in the blanks, matching, true-false type of test items for the assessment of 
different skills and areas),  
a.   Quizzes   (   ) 
b. Mid-terms   (   ) 
c. Final exam   (   ) 
3. Oral exams such as interviews or presentations some percentage of which is 
included in the overall assessment grade. (   )   
4. Other  (  ) (Please specify:...................................................................................) 
B.Test ofice made: 
1.Consisting of only multiple-choice questions,  
a.  Quizzes  (   )        
b.  Mid-terms  (   ) 
c.  Final Exam  (   ) 
2. Consisting of miscellaneous questions (a combination of multiple choice, fill-
in the blanks, matching, true-false type of test items for the assessment of 
different skills and areas),  
a.   Quizzes   (   ) 
d. Mid-terms   (   ) 
e. Final exam   (   ) 
3. Oral exams such as interviews or presentations some percentage of which is 
included in the overall assessment grade. (   )   
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4. Other  (  ) (Please 
specify:...........................................................................................) 
 
2) While answering the questions below, please consider the assessment 
instruments you have checked above.  Please choose only one answer for each 
statement. Please tick (√ ) the box. 
 













Instructors’ attitudes towards assessment 
instruments they are currently using at their 
institutions  
1 2 3 4 5 
1.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
match assessment to my teaching. 
     
2.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
allow me to assess my students’performance on a 
regular basis   
     
3.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
allow me to receive feedback on my instruction. 
     
4.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using take 
my students’ differences in learning ability into 
consideration 
     
5.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
encourage  independent learning on my students’ part. 
     
6.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
encourage my students to be active learners 
     
7.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
increase my students’ motivation for learning  
     
8.The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
provide opportunity for student-teacher dialogue 
     
9. The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
allow me to assess student performance as a process 
     
10. The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
allow me to assess student performance fairly. 
     
11. The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
encourage student self-assessment. 
     
12. The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
enable students to see their development overtime in 
different skill areas. 
     
13. The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
enable students to work collaboratively. 
     
14. The assessment instrument(s) I am currently using 
allow me to asses my students’ performance accurately. 
     
15. I find the assessment instruments I am currently 
using satisfactory.                





1. Do you have any information about “portfolio” as an assessment instrument? 
  Yes (   )    No (   ) 
 
If  YES, please go on answering the questions.  
If NO, please stop answering the questionnaire here. Thank you. 
 
For questions 2,3, and 4 please tick (√ ) all applicable answers. 
 
2. a.I have heard of portfolios from a colleague  (   ) 
 b. I have heard of portfolios from teacher trainers.  (   ) 
 c. I have attended a conference session about portfolios. (   ) 
 d. I have taken part in a workshop about portfolios.  (   ) 
 e. I have learned about portfolio assessment in an article I have read.  (   ) 
 f. I have learned about portfolio assesment in one of my undergraduate courses. (   ) 
 g. Others (please specify)............................. 
 
 
3. From what I know, a portfolio can be used to assess....... . You can tick (?) 
more than one options. 
 
a. Listening skills (   )     d.Writing skills (   ) 
b. Reading skills (   )     e.Speaking skills (   ) 
c. Vocabulary  (   )     f. Grammar skills (   ) 
 
4. From what I know, a portfolio should include... 
a. A cover letter  (   )     
b. Table of contents  (   ) 
c. The pre-specified and optional entries (   ) 
d. A sample student work (ex: writing samples, tape-recorded version of student’s 
speech, video recorded student performance, projects, ...etc.) (   ) 
e. Rough drafts of the written pieces along with the revised copy (   ) 
f. Dates on each draft (   ) 
g. Students’ self-assessment of their work (   ) 
h. Students’ self-reflection on their work (   ) 












1. Have you ever implemented portfolio assessment in your classes? 
 
Yes (   )  No  (   ) 
 
2. If NO, please tick (?)the reasons applicable. 
 
a. Teaching load (   ) 
b. Students’ attitudes (   ) 
c.  Lack of collaboration among colleagues (   ) 
d.  Administrators’ negative attitudes towards portfolios (   ) 
e.  Lack of necessary training in portfolio assesment (   ) 
f.  Time constraint (   ) 
g.  Personal distrust in portfolios (   ) 
h.  Too strict syllabus (   ) 
 
If YES, please go on answering the following questions. Please tick (? ) all 
applicable 
 
3. I used portfolio to assess... 
a. Listening skills  (   )    d. Writing skills  (   ) 
b. Reading skills  (   )    e. Speaking skills  (   ) 
c. Grammar   (   )    f. Vocabulary knowledge (   ) 
Please choose only one answer for each statement. Please tick (?) the box. 













Attitudes of Instructors Towards Portfolio 
Assessment 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Using the portfolio, I coulddirectly assess what I 
teach.   
     
5. Using the portfolio, I could assess my students on a 
regular basis. 
     
6. Using the portfolio, I could receive feedback on my 
instruction. 
     
7. Using the portfolio, I could take my students’ 
differences in learning into consideration. 
     
8. The portfolio assessment encouraged independent 
learning on my students’ part. 
     
9. The portfolio assessment encouraged my students to 
be active learners. 
     
10. Using the portfolio I could increase my students’ 
motivation for learning. 
     
11.The portfolio assessment improved the dialogue 
between me and my students 
     
12.Using the portfolio, I could assess my students’ 
performance as a process. 
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13. Using the portfolio, I could assess my students’ 
performance fairly. 
     
14. Using the portfolio, I could encourage my students to 
assess their own performance. 
     
15. Using the portfolio, I could help my students to see 
their development overtime in different skill areas. 
     
16. Using the portfolio, I could encourage my students to 
work collaboratively. 
     
17. Using the portfolio, I could assess the performance 
of  my students accurately. 
     
18.The portfolio is a practical tool to use in classrooms      
19. Portfolios should replace traditional methods of 
assessment 
     
20.Portfolios should be used as a supplementary method 
to the traditional methods of assessment 
     
21.I prefer using multiple choice tests to using portfolios      
22.Portfolio assessment is a time-consuming method.      




















QUESTIONNAIRE (Turkish Version) 
A BÖLÜMÜ 
1. Kaç yıldır İngilizce öğretimi alanında çalışmaktasınız. İlgili seçeneği (?  ) 
şeklinde işaretleyiniz.   
a. Bir yıldan az (   ) c. 5-8 yıl (   ) e. 13-16 yıl  (   )   g.20 yıldan fazla (   )   
b. 1-4 yıl  (   ) d. 9-12 yıl  (   ) f. 17-20 yıl  (   )        
 
2. Öğrenim durumu (BİRDEN FAZLA seçenek işaretleyebilirsiniz) 
a. (   )  Lisans (Alan: ......................................................) 
b. (   ) Yükseklisans (Alan:......................................................) 
c. (   )  Doktora (Alan:......................................................) 
d. (   ) Katıldığınız sertifika ya da diploma programı (Belirtiniz:........................) 
 
3. Çalıştığım kurumda verdiğim ders(ler). Lütfen ilgili seçenekleri (?  ) şeklinde 
işaretleyiniz. (BİRDEN FAZLA seçenek işaretleyebilirsiniz) 
a. Dilbilgisi (   ) d. Konuşma (   ) g. Bütüncül beceriler (Integrated skills) (   
) 
b. Yazma (   ) e. Video (   )  h. Diğer  (   )  (Belirtiniz.....................) 
c. Okuma (   ) f. Dinleme (   ) 
 
B BÖLÜMÜ 
1) Öğrencilerinizin performansını nasıl ölçüyorsunuz? Aşağıdaki listede şu anda 
kurumunuzda kullanmakta olduğunuz, öğrenci performansını ölçme araçlarını 
(? ) şeklinde işaretleyiniz. (BİRDEN FAZLA seçenek işaretleyebilirsiniz)  
 
ÖĞRENCİ PERFORMANSINI ÖLÇME ARAÇLARI 
B. Öğretmen tarafından hazırlananlar: 
2. Sadece çoktan seçmeli sorular içeren,  
a.  Küçük sınavlar (quiz)  (   )        
b.  Ara sınavlar   (   ) 
c.  Final sınavı   (   ) 
2. Değişik türde (örn: dinleme, okuma, yazma becerilerini, dilbilgisi, kelime 
bilgisini sınamak için hazırlanmış çoktan seçmeli, boşluk doldurmalı, 
eşleştirmeli, doğru yanlış alternatifli, paragraf veya komposizyon yazma..vb.) 
tipte soruların kombinasyonundan oluşan,  
a.   Küçük sınavlar   (   ) 
f. Ara sınavlar   (   ) 
g. Final sınavı   (   ) 
3. Genel değerlendirmeye katkısı olan sözlü sınavlar (örn: mülakat, sözlü 
sunum) (   )   










B.Sınav merkezi tarafından hazırlananlar: 
1. Sadece çoktan seçmeli sorular içeren,  
a.   Küçük sınavlar (quiz )  (   ) 
b.  Ara sınavlar   (   )  
c.  Final sınavı   (   )    
2. Değişik türde (örn: dinleme, okuma, yazma becerilerini, dilbilgisi, kelime 
bilgisini sınamak için hazırlanmış çoktan seçmeli, boşluk doldurmalı, 
eşleştirmeli, doğru yanlış alternatifli, paragraf veya komposizyon yazma..vb.) 
tipte soruların kombinasyonundan oluşan,  
a.   Küçük sınavlar   (   ) 
b. Ara sınavlar   (   ) 
c. Final sınavı   (   ) 
3. Genel değerlendirmeye katkısı olan sözlü sınavlar (örn: mülakat, sözlü 
sunum) (   )  
4. Diğer (  ) (Belirtiniz:...........................................................................................) 
2) Soruları cevaplarken yukarıda seçtiğiniz sınav ölçme araçlarını gözönüne 
alınız. Lütfen her ifade için yalnızca BİR SEÇENEĞİ (?) şeklinde işaretleyiniz. 
kesinlikle katılmıyorum : 1  katılmıyorum: 2      kararsızım: 3     






















Okutmanların çalıştıkları kurumda kullanmakta 
oldukları öğrenci performansını ölçme araçlarına 
yönelik yaklaşımları.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
1.Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrettiklerimi birebir test etmektedir. 
 
     
2. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimin performanslarını düzenli olarak 
ölçebilmeme imkan tanımaktadır. 
     
3. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları, 
öğrencilerin öğrettiklerim hakkındaki görüşlerini 
alabilmemi mümkün kılmaktadır. 
     
4. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimin öğrenme yeteneklerindeki farklılıklarını 
dikkate almaktadır. 
     
5. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimi kendi kendilerine öğrenmeye teşvik 
etmektedir. 
     
6. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimi aktif bir biçimde öğrenmeye teşvik 
etmektedir. 
     
7. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimin öğrenmeye olan ilgisini artırmaktadır.  
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8. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrenci-öğretmen iletişimini olumlu yönde 
etkilemektedir. 
     
9. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları öğrenci 
performansını bir süreç halinde değerlendirebilmemi 
mümkün kılmaktadır.. 
     
10. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrenci performansını adil bir biçimde değerlendirmemi  
sağlamaktadır. 
     
11. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerin kendi performanslarını değerlendirmesini 
teşvik etmektedir. 
     
12. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerin farklı becerilerdeki (okuma, dinleme gibi) 
gelişimlerini görebilmelerini sağlamaktadır.   
     
13. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimin birlikte çalışmalarını teşvik etmektedir. 
     
14. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçları 
öğrencilerimin performansını doğru olarak ölçebilmemi 
sağlamaktadır. 
     
15. Şu anda kullanmakta olduğum ölçme araçlarını 
yeterli buluyorum.  




1. Öğrenci performansını değerlendirme aracı olarak “portföy” (portfolio) 
kullanımı hakkında bir bilgiye sahip misiniz?  
 
 Evet (   )  Hayır (   ) 
 
Cevabınız HAYIR ise, lütfen soruları cevaplamayı burada bırakınız. 











2.,3. ve 4. sorular için size uyan seçenekleri (  ? ) şeklinde işaretleyiniz. 
(BİRDEN FAZLA seçenek işaretleyebilirsiniz)  
 
(portföyler: portfolios) 
2. a. Portföyleri bir meslektaşımdan duydum.  (   ) 
    b. Portföyleri öğretmen eğiticilerinden (teacher trainer) duydum. (   )  
    c. Bir konferansta, portföyler konulu bir oturuma katıldım.  (   ) 
    d. Portföyler hakkında bir atölye çalışmasında (workshop) yer aldım. (   ) 
  e. Portföylerin ölçme aracı olarak kullanıldığını okuduğum bir makaleden 
öğrendim.  (   )  
 f. Portföylerin ölçme aracı olarak kullanıldığını üniversite eğitimim sırasında       
aldığım derslerde öğrendim. (   )  
    g. Diğer (   ) (Belirtiniz: ............................................................................................) 
 
3. Bildiğim kadarıyla portföyler (portfolios) şu becerileri ve alanları 
değerlendirmek için kullanılabilir. (BİRDEN FAZLA seçenek 
işaretleyebilirsiniz) 
 
a. Dinleme (   )     d. Yazma (   ) 
b. Okuma (   )     e. Konuşma (   ) 
c. Kelime bilgisi (   )     f. Dilbilgisi (   ) 
 
4. Bildiğim kadarıyla, bir portföy (portfolio) şunları içermelidir (BİRDEN 
FAZLA seçenek işaretleyebilirsiniz): 
 
a. Kapak yazısı  (   ) 
b. İçindekiler tablosu  (   ) 
c. Önceden belirlenmiş ve öğrencinin kendi seçimine göre hazırlanmış bölümler (   )   
d. Öğrenciye ait bir çalışmanın örneği (kompozisyon örnekleri, öğrencinin 
konuşmasını kaydettiği bir kaset, videoya çekilmiş öğrenci performansı, projeler  
vs..)            (   )  
e. Öğrencinin yazılı çalışmalarının taslakları ve en son hali  (   ) 
f.  Her taslak üzerinde hazırlandığı tarih     (   ) 
g. Öğrencilerin kendi çalışmalarını (dilbilgisi, akıcılık, kelime seçimi...vb. açısından)       
değerlendirmesi  (   ) 
h. Öğrencilerin kendi çalışmaları hakkındaki olumlu ya da olumsuz düşünceleri (   ) 




1. Portföyü (portfolio) performans değerlendirme aracı olarak kullandınız mı? 
 







2.Yanıtınız HAYIR ise portföyleri (portfolios) kullanmamanızın nedenlerini 
aşağıdaki seçeneklerden bulup (?) şeklinde işaretleyiniz. Geri kalan soruları 
CEVAPLAMAYINIZ. Teşekkürler. 
  
a. Ders yükü       (   ) 
b. Öğrencilerin olumsuz yaklaşımları   (   ) 
c. Okutmanlar arasındaki işbirliği eksikliği   (   ) 
d. Yöneticilerin portföyler hakkındaki olumsuz tutumları (   ) 
e. Portföyler için gerekli olan eğitimi almamış olmam (   ) 
f. Yeterli zaman olmaması     (   ) 
g. Portföylere karşı kişisel güvensizliğim   (   ) 
h. Müfredatın esnek olmaması      (   ) 
i. Diğer (   ) (Belirtiniz: .........................................................) 
 
3.Yanıtınız EVET ise aşağıdaki soruları cevaplamaya devam ediniz. Uygun olan 
bütün seçenekleri (? ) şeklinde işaretleyiniz. 
 
A. Portföyü (portfolio) aşağıdaki becerileri ve alanları değerlendirmek için 
kullandım (Birden fazla seçeneği işaretleyebilirsiniz) :  
 
a. Dinleme (   )    d.Yazma  (   ) 
b. Okuma (   )    e. Konuşma  (   ) 
c. Dilbilgisi (   )    f. Kelime bilgisi  (   ) 
2) Lütfen her ifade için yalnızca BİR SEÇENEĞİ (?) şeklinde işaretleyiniz.. 
kesinlikle katılmıyorum : 1  katılmıyorum: 2      kararsızım: 3     






















Okutmanların öğrenci performansını değerlendirme yöntemi 
olarak portföylerin (portfolios) kullanılmasına yönelik 
yaklaşımları.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrettiklerimi birebir test edebildim.      
5. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimin performanslarını düzenli 
olarak ölçebildim. 
     
6. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerin öğrettiklerim hakkındaki 
görüşlerini alabildim.  
     
7. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimin öğrenme 
yeteneklerindeki farklılıklarını dikkate alabildim. 
     
8. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimi kendi kendine öğrenmeye 
teşvik edebildim. 
     
9. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimi aktif bir biçimde 
öğrenmeye teşvik edebildim. 
     
10. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimin öğrenmeye olan ilgisini 
artırmayı başardım. 
     
11. Portföyleri kullanmak, öğrencilerimle aramdaki iletişimi 
olumlu yönde etkiledi. 
     
 101 
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12. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimin performansını bir süreç 
halinde değerlendirebildim.  
     
13. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimin performansını adil bir 
şekilde değerlendirebildim. 
     
14. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimi kendi performanslarını 
değerlendirmeye teşvik edebildim.. 
     
15. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerin farklı becerilerdeki 
(okuma, dinleme, konuşma gibi) gelişimlerini görmelerini 
sağlayabildim.    
     
16. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerin birlikte çalışmasını teşvik 
edebildim.   
     
17. Portföyleri kullanarak, öğrencilerimin performansını doğru 
olarak ölçebildim.  
     
18. Portföy, sınıfta kullanılabilecek pratik bir değerlendirme 
aracıdır. 
     
19. Portföyler geleneksel değerlendirme yöntemlerinin (çoktan 
seçmeli sınavlar gibi) yerini almalıdır 
     
20. Portföyler geleneksel değerlendirme yöntemlerine ek olarak 
kullanılmalıdır. 
     
21. Portföyler yerine, çoktan seçmeli sınavlar kullanmayı tercih 
ederim. 
     
22. Portföylerin zaman alıcı bir yöntem olduğunu düşünüyorum.      












   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
